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CURRENT TOPICS, 


Our OF THE LARGE NuMBER of causes recently transferred to 
Mr. Justice Norrn, it is doubtful whether s-fficient work can 
be found for that learned judge up to the end of the present 
sittings. The reason, of course, is that comparatively few 
of the causes transferred are ready for trial, the selection having 
been made from far down in the lists of the judges, and the 
transfer having taken place too near the time fixed for hearing. 
It is to be hoped that future orders of transfer will be made in 
sufficient time to allow the solicitors concerned to prepare their 
briefs and get ready for trial. 





OnE OF THE suBJECTS with which the Rule Committee of Judges 
was occupied last week may probably be surmised from the report 
of Mr. Justice Kay’s observations in Smith v. Gill (ante, p. 92). 
We imagine that there can be little doubt that before long an 
order under 47 & 48 Vict. c. 61, s. 18, will appear, enabling the 
appointment of new trustees under the Trustee Acts, and the 
making of vesting orders, upon an originating summons at chambers. 





Tue numper of bills taxed by the Chancery Taxing Masters 
continues to increase. Ten years ago, 8,120 came before them for 
taxation ; in 1882-3 there were 8,537 bills taxed, and in 1883-4 
there were 10,044. Ten years ago the total amount of the costs 
taxed was £1,057,674; in 1882-3 the aggregate amount of the 
costs taxed was £1,184,180, and in 1883-4 it was £1,247,016. 
The complaint that the staff of taxing masters is still inadequate 
is not without grounds, and Lord Hatssury would obtain the 
gratitude of the profession if he would turn his attention to this 
matter. 





Ir Is TO BE REGRETTED that there is no rule of the Supreme Court 
prohibiting the constitution of courts with an even number of 
Judges. We are familiar with instances of appeals to the House of 

ords where, owing to an equal division of opinion among the 
law lords, some difficult question is left undecided ; and the same 
evil sometimes exists on an appeal from an inferior court to a 
divisional court. A more glaring instance of the absurdity of 
having an even number of judges occurred last week, when the 
Court of Criminal Appeal was divided in opinion after the re- 
argument of the case of Reg. v. Ashwell before fourteen judges. 
It is, no doubt, fair to apply the principle semper presumitur pro 
negante to a civil appeal, but the rule seems to operate somewhat 
harshly when there is a question of affirming a conviction. In such 
a case it might be right to revive the old practice that, on an equal 
division, the junior judge should withdraw his judgment. 





Tur present appellate sitting of the House of Lords is the first 





which has been held under the 9th section of the Appellate Juris. 
diction Act, 1876, which enacts that, “If on the occasion of a | 
dissolution of Parliament her Majesty is graciously pleased to | 
think that it would be expedient, with a view to prevent delay | 
in the administration of justice, to provide for the hearing and | 
determination of appeals during such dissolution, it shall be lawful | 
for her Majesty, by writing under her sign manual, to authorize | 
the lords of appeal, in the name of the House of Lords, to hear 
and determine appeals during the dissolution of Parliament, and | 
for thut purpose to sit in the House of Lords at such times as 


may be thought expedient; and upon such authority as aforesaid 
being given by her Majesty, the lords of appeal may, during such 
dissolution, hear and determine appeuls and act in all matters 
in relation thereto in the same manner in all respects as if their 
sittings were a continuation of the sittings of the House of Lords, 
and may, in the name of the House of Lords, exercise the 
jurisdiction of the House of Lords accordingly.” This section 
was intended to be put in force upon the dissolution of Parliament 
in March, 1880, but owing to the early arrival of a ministerial 
crisis, no appellate sitting took place until the new Parliament 
had assembled. 





A controversy has recently arisen in connection with the exaction 
of baptismal fees, and the late Bishop Wiiserrorce is quoted as 
having declared that to exact such fees was ‘‘rank simony.” 
Whether the term simony is properly applicable to the taking of 
fees for spiritual work and labour done, as well as to the giving 
of money for the right to earn the fees, may, perhaps, be doubted ; 
but it is material to point out that the whole subject was fully 
dealt with, so far back as 1872, by the Act, 35 & 36 Vict. c. 36. By 
this Act, after reciting that doubts have been entertained whether 
in certain churches and chapels of the Church of England as by 
law established, under the authority of certain local Acts of 
Parliament oreustom, fees may not now be demanded for the 
administration of the sacrament of baptism, or for the due registra- 
tion of such administration ;” it is enacted that no minister, parish 
clerk, or vestry clerk may demand any fee for the celebration of 
such sacrament, or the registry thereof, but it is also provided that 
‘this Act shall not apply to the present holder of any office who 
may at the present time be entitled by any Act of Parliament to 
demand such fees.”” The result is that, even where there was a 
vested interest, the right to demand fees by custom, which would 
be very hard to prove or disprove, is abolished altogether, and 
that the zight can be supported by local Act of Parliament alone. 
Where there was no vested interest in 1872, no fees can be 
demanded on any ground. But the holders of statutory vested 
interests in 1872 will take a long time in dying out, and the right 
to demand the fees may be expected, in not a few cases, to last as 
long as the present century. 





Ir witt BE SEEN from a letter which we print elsewhere that the 
short form of statutory notice to creditors, which we gave at p. 741 
of our last volume, is not yet brief enough to satisfy the prevalent 
craving for terseness. Our esteemed correspondent wants to know 
why the addresses and additions of the executors should be inserted 
in the notice; is it not enough to give the address of the executors 
solicitor, to whom claims are to be sent? We think that our 
correspondent is right, and that, although the insertion of the ad- 
dresses of the executors is almost invariable, there is no need for it, 
either for the purpose of conformity with the form of advertisement 
for creditors (R. 8S. C., App. L., No. 3), or for the convenience of 
the creditors. While on this sabject we may add that we observe 
that many of the forms of these notices appearing in the Gazette 
have recently undergone a most remarkable pruning. Here is one, 
for instance, which appeared in a recent issue of the Gazette -— 

J G , deceased, late of Beckenham, Kent, and formerly in 
the service of Messrs. 8 & Co., London,—All creditors should, by 
December 5, 1885, send their claims to ——— & ——— [address], solici- 
tors for the administrator. —_—— &-—-. 


It appears to us, if we may venture to criticize this form of notice, 
that sufficient regard has not been had to the fact that the protec. 
tion given by section 29 of 22 & 23 Vict. c. 35 is conditi 
the executor or administrator having “ given such or the 
notices” as would have been given “in an administration suit 
creditors and others to send to the exccutor or administrator thei 
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claims against the estate of the testator or intestate.” 


authority under which the notice is given, the time of death of the 
testator or intestate, and also the result to the creditor of default 
in sending in aclaim. None of these particulars are given in the 
notice above quoted. Can it then be said to be “‘such or the like 


notice ” as would have been given in an administration action? If 


it is not, how is the administrator protected by it? We believe 
that some years ago the authorities of the London Gazette attempted 
to exercise some supervision over the forms of these notices; we 
should be glad to know whether any such attempt has been 
recently made. 





Ovr corresronpent, Mr. Cuaray, is not able to agree with the 
argument in the article we recently published on ‘‘ The Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, and the 45th Section of the Income 
Tax Act, 1842.” The argument used may be put shortly thus: 
‘If the provisions of the 45th section of the Income Tax Act, 
1842, had been grounded upon the legal identity of husband and 
wife, there might have been some reason for saying that they had 
been virtually repealed by the Married Women’s Property Act, 
1882, which destroys that identity ; but these provisions are not 
so grounded ; therefore there is no reason for saying that they have 
been virtually repealed by the Married Women’s Property Act, 
1882.” If Mr. Cuapmin wishes to destroy the conclusion, he 
must destroy the premisses upon which it rests, and shew that the 
legal identity of husband and wife was the foundation of the 45th 
section of the Income Tax Act, 1842. In the meantime, we 
observe that Mr. Cuapman, in a little book he has written, entitled 
“* Income Tax, and How and When to get it Refunded,” himself 
says :—‘“‘ The income of a married woman residing with her hus- 
band is reckoned as being his income for income tas: purposes, not- 
withstanding any settlement, or the provisions of the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882.” So say we, and so say the Com- 
missioners of Inland Revenue; but so, it appears, does not now 
say Mr. Cuarman. As regards the question whether the word 
“* profits,” in the proviso in the 45th section of the Act of 1842, 
is to be read as meaning trade profits only, as our correspondent, 
Mr. Asprews, in his letter printed in our issue of the 21st of 
November, argues, we admit that the smallness of the amount in 
question in each individual case would, to some extent, weaken the 
force of an argument founded upon the general acquiescence in the 
practice of the Inland Revenue Office, which treats this word 
“‘ profits,” as used, in the place in question, in its larger sense. 
The section is by no means so clear as it might have been, but as 
** profits of property” is a phrase by no means unknown to the 
Act of 1842, we confess that the inclination of our opinion is in 
the direction taken by the Inland Revenue authorities. As to the 
assumed injustice of the practice, we cannot say that this argument 
has much weight with us. When a common establishment is 
maintained, as must be the case when husband and wife live to- 
gether, the charge really falls upon both husband and wife, which- 
ever is the hand that pays. 





As oxprr has been issued under the Metropolitan Streets Act, 
1867, s. 18, for the muzzling of dogs. The section enables the 
commissioner of police, if he see fit, to issue a notice “ requiring 
any dog, while in the streets and not led by some person, to be 
muzzled in such a manner as will admit of the animal breathing 
and drinking without obstruction”; and enables the police to 
“take possession of any dog found loose in the streets without such 
muzzle during the currency of such order, and detain such 
dog until the owner has claimed it, and has paid all expenses con- 
nected with such detention.” Somewhat similar orders have been 
and may be iseucd under the Dogs Act, 1871, in relation to other 
parts of the United Kingdom, and the important question may 
arise, what notice it is necessary to give of such an order being 
made. The Metropolitan Streets Act, it will be observed, pre- 
scribes no form of publication, and section 3 of the Dogs Act, 
1671, merely provides that “due notice” shall be given. It has 
been held under this latter section (Reg. v. Justices of Huntingdon, 
L. k. 4@ B.D. 522) that it is not necessary to prove a notice to 


The form 
prescribed for such notices in an administration action states the 





‘the posting of five or six copies about the town ” of Northampton 
was a sufficient public notice. But the question of sufficiency 
of notice was but scantily considered, and the Dogs Ac 
greatly needs amendment by 2 section prescribing some 
particular form of notice, and making it binding. Meanwhile, 
whatever mode of publication of such notice is made use 
of, it is plainly incumbent upon the promulgators (to quote 
from Buiacksrone) ‘‘to do it in the most public and perspicuous 
manner, not like Catieura, who (according to Dion Cassius) wrote 
his laws in very small characters, and hung them up upon high 
pillars, the more effectually to ensnare the people.” There are 
other respects in which the Dogs Act, 1871, urgently needs amend. 
ment. The framers of that Act no doubt contemplated that the 
powers given by it would be administered with moderation and 
common sense; but they had an inadequate acquaintance with the 
peculiarities of the rural Bzrves, to which we referred last week. 
Justices in petty sessions make an order under the Dogs Act placing 
restrictions on dogs, and, finding two means provided by the Act 
for securing observance of their order—viz., the seizure and 
detention of dogs, and summonses against the owners of the dogs— 
promptly proceed to apply doth means in case of the most trifling 
contravention of the order. There should be an amendment of the 
Dogs Act, 1871, either abolishing the power to issue summonses for 
breaches of an order under that Act, or restricting it to cases where 
a dog has been seized and detained more than once. 





Tue norton of temporary trustees is likely to elicit from a 
conveyancer the remark attributed to the tadpole when his tail 
dropped off—‘‘ What next?” We know, however, that Liver- 
pool is the headquarters of revolutionary legal projects, and 
as the president of its law society has been recently aiming some 
pleasant sarcasm at ‘the little crotchets of conveyancers,”’ we 
could not expect that any consideration for the nerves of our 
conveyancing readers would prevent our Liverpool correspondent 
of a fortnight ago (ante, p. 75) from not only airing the notion 
of temporary trustees, but sending us a full-grown clause 
authorizing the appointment of such trustees, and further telling 
us that he contemplates advising clients to allow the insertion of 
such a clause in their wills. He no doubt thinks, quite reason- 
ably, that Mr. Gray Hirt’s favourite “chancery mind ”—an 
‘‘ extremely acute and suspicious mind, trained to great skill in pick- 
ing holes in the conduct of trustees, and nurtured on the recorded 
opinions of other minds as acute, suspicious, and skilful ’’—is very 
likely to pick a hole in his proposed clause. We have waited to 
see whether any of the acute ‘chancery minds” whom we have 
the honour of counting among our readers would fall on the 
clause. But the ‘‘chancery mind” has a defect which even Mr. 
Gray Hitt has not enumerated—it is sadly inert, and generally 
requires to have a fee dropped into a convenient receptacle in order 
to set the machinery in motion. Weare therefore driven to exercise 
our own poor powers of criticism on the clause. But, before 
doing so, there are one or two matters to be ascertained. We 
would, first of all, respectfully inquire what is to become of the 
trust property during the temporary trusteeship? Is it to 
remain in the name of the ‘permanent trustee,” and, if 
so, how is the temporary trustee to deal with it? If it is 
to be transferred to the temporary trustee during the definite 
or indefinite period for which he is appointed to act, what advan- 
tage is there to compensate for the expense of transfer and 
re-transfer? Again, in the case of an appointment of a temporary 
trustee ‘‘ during any indefinite period, such as during absence from 
home or inconvenience or impossibility in action” by the per- 
manent trustee, how is the time when the functions and liability 
of the temporary trustee are to cease, to be ascertained and evid- 
ence of it preserved? It would seem that no act_of the temporary 
trustee can be justified unless he can show that, at the time it is 
done, the permanent trustee is either absent from home, or that 
action on his part is inconvenient or impossible. When we 
learn the intention in these respects, we shall probably be able to 
offer some suggestions as to the language of the proposed 
clause. 





say individual pereon accused of transgressing the order, and that ' 


Tue viner uervny under the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, is to be 
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found in the Judicial Statistics recently published. The total 
number of orders for the winding up of insolvent estates made 
during the year was 3,317, or (deducting 22 administration orders 
made under section 125 for the winding up of estates of deceased 
debtors, and 35 receiving orders which were rescinded before being 
acted upon) the number was 3,260. To this there should be 
added 910 proceedings under the Act of 1869 initiated in 1883, 
thus making a total of 4,170 estates wound up under both Acts 
during the year. Under the Act of 1869 the number of estates, 
wound up in bankruptcy commenced with 5,002 in 1870, gradually 
jncreasing to 18,132 im 1879 and then decreasing to 10,298, 
9,727, 9,041, and 8,555 in the four years next succeeding. The 
number, 4,170, for the year 1884 is the lowest of the last ten 


years. 








BANKER AND AUCTfONEER-CUSTOMER. 


Tae case of Martin v. Rocke, Eyton, § Co., decided by Mr. 
Justice North last week, has given rise to a good deal of comment. 
The conclusion to which the learned judge thought himself 
compelled to come was shown by his comments to be altogether 
opposed to his notions of what was fair or proper in the particular 
case. He is stated, in one report of his judgment, to have 
expressed regret that he ‘was bound to arrive at a decision in 
favour of the defendants.” This being so, it would seem to be 
hardly capable of a doubt that the fullest weight would be given 
to everything which told in fayour of the plaintiff, and since Mr. 
Justice North had before him evidence wk arguments to which 
we have had, as yet, no access, it is somewhat hazardous to 
express a doubt as to the correctness of his decision. 
But judging from the careful report which we publish else- 
where, and other reports of the case which we have seen, 
we are a good deal perplexed to know how the learned judge 
should have felt himself compelled to decide in favour of the 
defendants. 

The material facts are very short. An auctioneer held a 
“Christmas sale of fat stock’’; received from the purchasers a 
large number of cheques, notes, and coin in payment for their 
purchases, and paid the aggregate amount, £2,229, into his private 
account at a bank. Mr. Justice North considered that ‘‘ there was 
no doubt that the bank knew that the cheques so paid in repre- 
sented the proceeds of the sale.” The bankers, nevertheless, 
appropriated the amount so paid in in part satisfaction of a sum 
due to them by the auctioneer, in respect of an overdraft on his 
a account, and the learned judge held that they were entitled 
to do so. 

Now, the rights as between the vendors of the stock and the 
auctioneer were perfectly clear. The auctioneer was an agent of 
the vendors to receive the purchase-money, and since In re 
Hallett’s Estate, Knatchbull y. Hallett (L. R. 13 Ch. D. 696), it 
has been settled that if money held by a person in a fiduciary 
character, though not as trustee, has been paid by him into his 
account at his banker’s, the person for whom he held the money 
can follow it. ‘‘ Supposing,” said the late Master of the Rolls in 
that case, “‘ the moneys were simply mixed with other moneys of 
the trustee (using the term in its full sense as including every 
person in a fiduciary relation), does it make any difference, accord- 
ing to the modern doctrine of equity? I say none. It would be 
very remarkable if it were todo so. Supposing the trust-money 
was 1,000 sovereigns, and the trustee put them into a bag, and, by 
mistake or accident or otherwise, dropped a sovereign of his own 
into the bag. Could anybody suppose that a judge in equity would 
find any difficulty in saying that the cestui gue trust has a right to 
take 1,000 sovereigns out of that bag? I do not like to call it a 
charge of 1,000 sovereigns on the 1,001 sovereigns, but that 
is the effect of it. I have no doubt of it. It would 
make no difference if, instead of one sovereign, it was another 
1,000 sovereigns ; but if instead of putting it into his bag, or after 
putting it into his bag, he carries the bag to his bankers, what 
then? According to law the bankers are his debtors for the total 
amount; but if you lend the trust-money to a third person you can 
follow it. If, inthe case supposed, the trustee had lent the £1,000 
to a man without security, you could follow the debt, and take it 
from the debtor. If he lent it ona promissory note, you could 


take the promissory note; or the bond, if it were a bond. If, 

instead of lending the whole amount in one sum simply, he had 

added a sovereign, or had added £500 of his own to the £1,000, 

the only difference is this, that, instead of taking the bond or the 

promissory note, the cestut que trust would have a charge for the 

amount of the trust-money on the bond or promissory note. So it 
would be on the simple contract debt—that is, if the debt were of 
such a nature as that, between the creditor and the debtor, you 
could not sever the debt into two, so as to show what part was 
trust-money, then the cesiui que trust would have a right to a 
charge upon the whole.” The result of this is that, although the 
money paid into the bank by the auctioneer consisted partly of money 
to which he was entitled as commission on the sales, and partly of 
money which he held as agent for the vendors, yet, as between the 
vendors and the auctioneer, each of the vendors was entitled to a 
charge on the whole sum paid in to the bank for the net amount of 
his purchase-money. 

But the question as between the vendors and the bankers rests 
on a different footing. If the bankers had no notice that the 
money was held by the auctioneer in a fiduciary capacity, the 
rights of the vendors against the bankers were neither more nor 
less than the rights of the auctioneer against the bankers. The 
bankers had the right, as against the auctioneer, to appropriate 
the sum paid in towards discharging the auctioneer’s overdraft, 
and the bankers would have the same right as against the vendors. 
Tf, on the other hand, the bankers had notice that the sum paid 
in was held by the auctioneer in a fiduciary capacity, we venture 
to think that such notice, although by itself inefficacious to fix 
them with liability for honouring the cheques drawn by the 
customer in respect of the money paid in, would prevent them 
from appropriating such sum towards payment of the auctioneer’s 
overdraft. According to Lord Westbury in Gray v. Johnston 
(L. R. 3 H. L., at p. 14), a banker who receives payment of an 
overdraft due by a trustee, out of funds which the banker knows 
to be trust funds, becomes particeps criminis in the breach of 
trust, and accountable accordingly (see also Pannell v. 
Hurley, 2 Coll. 241). We should have thought that, a fortiori, the 
banker cannot of his own motion, and without the consent of the 
trustee, help himself to funds which he knows to be trust funds. 
And the case of Ex parte Kingston (19 W. R. 910, L. R. 6 Ch. 632) 
seems to us to be an authority directly in point to show that he cannot. 
But the tenor of a part of the judgment of Mr. Justice North appears 
to be that, in order to render the banker accountable for money, 
which, knowing it to be trust money, he has appropriated for his 
own benefit, he must have notice of a breach of trust by his 
customer. The auctioneer, Mr. Justice North says, intended to 
account to the vendors for the net purchase-money; he was 
justified in paying it into the bank; there was, therefore, no 
breach of duty by the auctioneer, and the relation between him 
and the bank was simply that of debtor and creditor. This was 
dcubtless so as regards the question of the liability of the bank for 
honouring any cheques which might have been drawn by the 
auctioneer in respect of the money paid in. In order to render the 
bankers liable in that respect it would have been n to show, 
first, that misapplication was intended by the customer, and, next, 
that the bankers were privy to the intent to make such ype | 
(Gray v. Johnston, L. R. 3H. L. 1). But we venture to submit 
that the question before the court in the recent case was a wholly 
different one; it was not a question of the bankers being privy to 
a misepplication of trust-money for the benefit of their customer, 
but of themselves misapplying trust-money for their own 
benefit. 

We venture to think that the question in the recent case turned 
entirely upon whether the bankers had or had not notice that the 
moneys paid in by the auctioneer were held by him as agent for 
the purchasers. And we confess we are puzzled with the way in 
which the learned judge is reported to have dealt with this question 
of notice. He is reported to have said, first, that ‘“‘there was no 
doubt that the bank knew that the cheques paid in represented the 

roceeds of the sale”; but he subsequently added that “the bank 

ad no means of knowing the proportion which consisted of com- 
mission and that which re ted purchase-money.” But, "4 
4 that the bank knew that some part of the money paid 

y the auctioneer was held by him as agent for the vendors, t 
not this to prevent them from appropriating the whole sum 
their own benefit ? 
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RECENT DECISIONS. 


POWER OF SURVIVING PARTNER TO MORTGAGE ASSETS 
TO SECURE PRIOR DEBT. 


(In re Clough, Bradford Commercial Banking Company v. Cure, 
North, J., 34 W. R. 96.) 


Lord Justice Lindley lays it down, in the fourth edition (when are 
we to have a new edition ?) of his book on Partnership (p. 412), that 
the doctrine as to the implied agency of members of 4 dissolved 
partnership ‘‘cannot be carried further than this—viz., that, not- 
withstanding dissolution, a partner has implied authority to bind the 
firm so far as may be necessary to settle and liquidate existing 
demands, and to complete transactions begun, but unfinished, at the 
time of the dissolution.” The judgment of the Lords Justices in 
Butchart v. Dresser (4 De G. M. & G. 542), considered apart from the 
cizcuiustances ot that case, goes much further than the proposition thus 
laid down, for they say that ‘‘ each partner has, after and notwith- 
standing the dissolution, full authority to receive and pay money on 
account of the partnership, and has the same authority to deal with 
the property of the partnership for partnership purposes as he had during 
the continuance of the partnership.” In Butchart v. Dresser, one of 
the former partners in a dissolved partnership pledged shares which 
the partners before the dissolution had agreed to purchase, in order 
to raise money to pay for the purchase; the object was, therefore, 
in the words of Lord Justice Lindley, to complete ‘‘a transaction 
begun, but unfinished, at the time of the dissolution.”’ In the recent 
case of Jn re Clough, the surviving partner in a firm, originally con- 
sisting of two partners, deposited a purchase contract of lands, 
forming part of the assets of the partnership, as further security 
for a debt incurred during the joint lives of the partners; and Mr. 
Justice North held that he was entitled to do this. We confess that, 
apart from the dictum in Butchart v. Dresser, we should have enter- 
tained some doubt upon the point. It does not seem to us to follow 
from the fact that the surviving partner could have paid the prior debt 
out of the partnership assets, that he could give the creditor further 
security for his debt out of the partnership assets. It may, perhaps, 
however, be said that it was necessary for the convenient winding up 
of the affairs of the partnership that time should be obtained for pay- 
ment of the pre-existing debt, and such time was no doubt obtained 
by the giving of the further security. 








REVIEWS. 


DAVIDSON’S CONCISE PRECEDENTS. 


ConcIsE PRECEDENTS IN CONVEYANCING; REVISED AND ADAPTED 
TO THE CONVEYANCING Acts, 1881, 1882, AND THE SETTLED LAND 
Acts, 1882 anp 1884. By M. G. Davipson, Barrister-at-Law. 
FovuRTEENTH EpITion. W. Maxwell & Son. 


This is a book which needs no introduction to our readers, 
Originally suggested by the short-lived ‘‘ Act to simplify the Trans- 
fer of Property,” and always distinguished for well-considered 
conciseness, it was peculiarly adapted to check the unconsidered 
and dangerous brevity which prevailed for a short time after the 
Conveyancing Act, 1581. When the need came for adapting the 
book to that Act, it was in the hands of skilful and cautious editors 
who, as it seemed to us at the time, showed great judgment in 
selecting what was good and rejecting what was bad. We presume 
to think that the contents of the Act were not wholly good, notwith- 
standing that 4 remark which caused us some amusement in the last 
edition is still retained in this work. The author of the observations 
on the Conveyancing Act, 1881, observes, in a note at p. 32, that the 
Conveyancing Act “(which has been severely criticized) is under- 

to be the work of several gentlemen of great learning and 
fessional eminence, and seems to the writer of these observations 
to be worthy of their reputation.” This is very withering, but we 
imagine that the critics referred to would be likely to reply that, 
while they did not in the least dispute the learning or professional 
eminence of the framers of the Act, they declined to admit that the 
were infallible ; and the best proof that the critics were right in this 
view is the fact that many of the more important criticisms are indorsed 
by the editors of the present volume. We doubt whether any critic 
said anything quite so unkind as the dry remark at p. 55, that the 
statutory forms of mortgage “‘ are not to be recommended. They are 
but little shorter than the ordinary forms, and they do not express in 
an intelligible way the effect they are intended to have,” 

The remarks on the Conveyancing Act are in general exceedingly 
valuable Ty and include brief references to the most recent 
decisions. ¢ are « little puzzled, however, with the observation on 
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p- 47, with regard to relief under section 14 against forfeiture, 
which is reprinted from the last edition—viz., that “ it may be proper 
in future to fix a sum as liquidated damages for breach of each 
material covenant ; and as regards continuing breaches, for each day, 
week, or month during which the breach continues.” This, we pre. 
sume, is intended to ascertain the‘‘ reasonable compensation in money, 
to the satisfaction of the lessor,” referred to in sub-section 1. Butis 
it desirable or possible to settle beforehand the proper compensation 
to be paid for breach of a covenant? Surely no lessee would consent 
to a sum being fixed for all breaches alike, whether trivial or sub- 
stantial, and no lessor would care to tie his hands by specifying a 
sum upon payment of which the lessee may, without fear of re-entry, 
break the most important covenant in the lease? We hope we have 
not misconstrued the remark, and should be glad of a fuller 
explanation of its object. 

Turning to the matter which the editor has added to these ‘‘ ob- 
servations” in the present edition, we find a very proper caution, at 
p- 60, against too hasty reliance on section 5 of the Conveyancing Act, 
1882, enabling a separate set of trustees to be appointed for any part 
of the trust property held upon trusts distinct from those relating to 
any other part or parts of the trust property :— 

‘Tt must be borne in mind that this section will not be applicable 
unless the trusts either were originally, or have by circumstances become, 
distinct, and, until settled by judicial decision, there may be a question 
as to what is a ‘ distinct trust’ within the meaning of this section. In 
the common case of a will settling daughters’ shares upon themselves and 
their issue, with an accruer clause carrying over for the benefit of the 
children generally the share of any child whose issue fails, it may be 
doubtful whether any daughter’s share can be deemed to be held upon 
distinct trusts, so long as there is any possibility of the accruer clause 
taking effect with respect to it.’’ 


We are not surprised that, notwithstanding Baynton v. Collins (33 
W. R. 41, L. R. 27 Ch. D. 604), the editor retains the opinion 
expressed in the last edition—that the terms of section 5 of the 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, do not admit of the construc- 
tion adopted in that case. We are a little disappointed to find no 
discussion of the course to be adopted to lessen the inconvenience 
occasioned by the decision in Bellamy v. Metropolitan Board of Works 
(31 W. R. 900), which is briefly referred to at p. 80, and as to which 
we fancy the editor might have supplied some useful hints. The 
addenda should have contained a reference to the decision on ap 
in Barlow v. Teal (reported in 29 Souictrors’ JOURNAL, 589, 4th of 
July last), with reference to the note at p. 98. 

The only addition we have observed to the precedents contained in 
the last edition is a form of ‘‘ conveyance of freeholds under a trust 
for sale in a will to the uses of a settlement” (p. 137). The first 
schedule to this conveyance is, no doubt, intended to contain the 
parcels, but it would have been desirable to say so in the precedent. 
There is a printer’s error on p. 341 of ‘‘respecting’”’ for ‘‘ repre- 
senting,’ which appears to have escaped notice in the corriyenda. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


NOTICE OF CAUSE SETTLED. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Referring to your remark on this subject last week, Mr. 
Justice Field might have also been informed that the Associate when 
told, both verbally and by letter, by the plaintiff's solicitor that the 
case has been settled, still refuses to take any notice whatever of the 
fact without a joint formal consent from the solicitors on both sides. 
London, Dec. 4. T. 2. &- 





NEGOTIATING SALES. 

[T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 

Sir,—The case of Millar v. Toulmin* brings ampere forward 
the present system, or the London system, of sales of property. It is 
surprising that the public have so readily fallen into it. A most 
admirable one for auctioneers and house agents, but without any real 
grounds for its continuance. Payment by way of commission upon 
the amount of purchase has nothing particularly to commend it. An 
auctioneer is merely an intermediary, frequently through the agency 
of an advertisement, and why should a commission be payable at all? 
A payment for services rendered—as at an auction—say £10 10s. or 
£21, or as might be arranged, is comprehensible ; but that enormous 
sums should be paid, first, on a letting, and then ona sale, shows 
how modern customs grow. 





* Tried before Lord Coleridge and a special jury on Nov. 90; reported at 
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The mischief has been brought about by persons leaving the old 
ways of consulting their solicitors, and going direct to agents. 
And so nearly all the business in London of sales has passed away 
from solicitors. If they were generally consulted, they could make 
bargains with the gentlemen of the sale-rooms according to the 
trouble and time expended, and thus abolish a very pernicious and 
extortionate system which has sprung up in comparatively modern 
times. A SoxicrTor. 

London. 





STATUTORY NOTICES TO CREDITORS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—By accident, I have not until to-day seen your article on 
this subject. . 

I have been endeavouring for several years to curtail the length of 
these notices, on account of the excessive charges made by the 
newspaper proprietors for such advertisements, and one reform I hoped 
to have secured was the omission of the addresses and additions of 
the executors, a matter of some length in the case of three or four 
executors. 

But I see in the form you give in your number of the 26th of 
September last, you include these particulars, as the form states, 
“whose will was proved by C. D., of — 

If, as is usual, the particulars of claims are to be sent in to the 
solicitors of the executors, whose names are invariably at the foot of 
the advertisements, what is the need for giving the addresses of the 
executors ? 

I have now a case in my office where four executors have proved 
a will, whose addresses would occupy about five lines in print. 


[See ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Ep. S. J.j 





MARRIED WOMEN AND INCOME TAX. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—My attention has just been called to an article-in your issue 
of the 14th ult. on the joint assessment of married persons’ separate 
estates. The writer is of opinion that the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1882, has not repealed by implication the 45th section of 5 & 6 
Vict. c. 35, In this I venture to think he is wrong. The weakness 
of his argument is shown in the sentence: ‘‘ Now the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, however it may have affected the legal 
relationships of husband and wife, has not altered the habits of 
married life.” Now, before the passing of the Act, the interest of a 
husband in his wife’s property was much greater than at present, 
and where she had separate property, and no third person was 
appointed her trustee, the husband was deemed to be such. Since 
the lst of January, 1883, all property coming to a married woman in 
any way is her separate property without the intervention of a 
trustee, whether husband or stranger; she is absolute mistress of it. 
During her life her husband has no interest in it, no control over it ; 
she is in no way bound to account to him for it, or inform him what 
she is doing with it, or what profits or income she is making out of 
t; and, as he cannot compel her to make any disclosures, it seems 
absurd that he should have to declare his wife’s income, and to pay 
thereon out of his own pocket, or to become liable to a penalty of 
£20 and treble the duty. I trust we may have other opinions on the 
subject, which is a very important one. ALFRED CHAPMAN, 

Income Tax Repayment Agency, 16, Artesian-road, W. 


[See ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Eb. 8S. J.] 


THE ROYAL COURTS OF JUSTICE, 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—Having lately had to pass a few days at the Royal Courts, 
with abundance of leisure on my hands, I gave my attention to the 
Oe ag for flooring over the hall at, or about the level of, the courts, 
and the direct connection of the hall with the court corridors. 

I was surprised to find how easily the alteration could be carried 
out. The openings might come between the buttresses of the hall, 
and under the large windows : they should be made in every alternate 
bay. It could be effected without risk or extravagant cost, and 
would not too severely tax the resources of any ordinary architect, 
while the result would be most satisfactory. 

If we could have a flight of steps from inside the Strand entrance 
somewhat similar in size and proportions to that inside the principal 
entrance of the Palais de Justice at Brussels, what a noble approach 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 


STEWART & CO. v. THE MERCHANTS’ MARINE INSURANCE 
CO. (Limited) —C. A. No, i, 4th November ; 7th December. 


Maaine Insurance—Time Poricy on Surp—MeEmoranpuM AGAINST AVER- 
AGE UNDER THREE PER CeNT.—MOobE OF CALCULATING LossEs. 


This appeal raised a point hitherto undecided in England, the question 
being whether, in the case of a time policy on a ship, whereby the sbi 

is warranted free from average under three per cent unless general, 
in order to calculate whether the limit has been reached, the losses are 
to ve taken at the end of each separate and distinct voyage, or in the 
aggregate at the end of the full period insured. The action was upon a 
marine policy, to recover the loss sustained by damage to the steamer 
Windeliffe by perils of the seas, and the defence was that the d 

was a particular average loss, which did not exceed the limit excluded by 
the following memorandum contained in the policy :—‘‘ All other goods, 
also the ship and freight, shall be, and are, warranted free from _—- 
under three pounds per cent. unless general, or the ship be stranded, 
sunk, or burnt.” The policy was for a year, and the ship was valued 
at £9,000. The defendants had subscribed for £1,000, and the plaintiffs, 
who were interested in the policy to the extent of £1,000, claimed in 
respect of a loss of £4 13s. 10d. per cent. In their defence the defendants 
alleged that no particular average loss amounting to or exceeding three 
per cent. or either valuation, separately or on the whole, accrued during 
any one voyage in the period covered by the policy, and that the loss 
was the aggregate of several distinct particular average losses to the 
ship, each of which occurred during a separate and distinct voyage, and 
each of which amounted to less than three per cent. of the value 
of the ship. The defendants admitted that the te of the losses 
amounted to a sum exceeding three per cent., and that all the losses 
occurred within the period insured. On these facts it was alleged 
by the defendants that the case was not one for which they were 
liable. Stephen, J., held that, as the losses in the gate amounted 
to more than three per cent., they were within the exception, and 
to be borne Ry the defendants (L. R. 14 Q. B.D. 555, 32 W. R. 
Dig. 132). e appeal was argued on November 4, when judg- 
ment was reserved. On December 7, Lord Esuer, M.R., delivered tae 
judgment of the court (Lord Esurr, M.R., Corron, and Lrxpey, L.JJ.), 
allowing the appeal. He said that it had been decided as toa voyage 
policy on goods that average losses, although distinct, which have occurred 
on the same voyage, are to be added together in order to see whether 
the aggregate exceeds the limit. The same had been decided in Blackett 
v. Royal Exchange Company (2 C. & J. 244), with reference to a voyage 
policy on a ship. As to time policies, they were formerly for longer 
than a year, but, in 1794, a statute was passed d i they 
shouid be void if for more than a year. That was merely for revenue 
purposes, and if the statute was removed, time policies would be, as 
in almost every country, for longer than a year. In the case 
of a time policy on goods, it was almost impossible to suppose that 
the parties thereto could have intended as a matter of business that 
questions as to small average losses should stand over until the end 
of the time insured. There would probably be separate voyages, and 
perhaps a different captain and crew, and it would be practically 
impossible for the insurers, at the end of the time, to inquire into the 
circumstances of each loss, as to whether it was caused by sea perils 
or otherwise. The true reason for the memorandum was that, in order 
to prevent disputes as to small matters, the assured were willing 
to stand by a small loss. That reason was as applicable to a ship 
as to cargo. In the case of a voyage policy on a ship, the decision in 
Blackett v. Royal Exchange Assurance Company must be thelaw. But that 
was decided on the rules of construction applicable to ordinary instru- 
ments. But he protested agamst those rules being applied to such 
documents as policies of insurance and charter-parties are known to be, 
than which nothing could be imagined more unartistic and ungrammatical, 
or more different to other contracts, for they contain numberless distinct 
stipulations, and almost distinct contracts. The proper rule in such 
a case, when there was no jury to give assistance, was to bring to bear 
a knowledge of business, and to take for ted that merchants and 
insurers have acted in a business way, to construe the document 
accordingly. Considering the matter in that , the end of the voyage 
seemed to be the natural business moment when the i 
consider the losses. Therefore the court had come to the con- 
clusion that, in a time policy on a sbip, the separate and distinct 
voyage was the period to considered for the purpose of calculating 
the losses, but that, in a vo policy, the period was the whole time 
covered by the policy. As the losses in question had occurred in separate 
and distinct voyages, and none of them amounted to three per 
cent., the case was not taken out of the exception, and the assured was 
not entitled to recover in tof any one of them.—CovnsrL, Gorell 
Barnes ; Hilbery. Sorrcrrons, Waltons, Budd, $ Co. ; Hilberys. 


LESLIE +. CAVE—C. A. No. 2, 4th December. 
R. 8S. C., 1883, onv, 31, x. 15—Propvcrron ror [nsprcrron—Docuwents 
REFERRED TO IN PLRADINGS—PRIVILEGR. 


The decision of Pearson, J., in this case (ene, p. 76) has been affirmed 
by the Court of Appeal. An application was made by the defendant for 
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documents which were referred to in the statement of claim. The 
defendant had given a notice for production under rule 15 of order 31, 
which provides that ‘‘ every party to a cause or matter shall be entitled at 
any time, by notice in writing, to give notice to any other party, in whose 
pleadings or affidavits reference is made to any ‘document, to produce 
such documert for the inspection of the party giving such notice, or of 
his solicitor, and to permit him or them to take copies thereof; and any 
party not complying with such notice shall not afterwards be at liberty to 
put any such document in evidence on his behalf in such cause or matter, 
unless he shall satisfy the court or a judge that such document relates 
only to his own title, he being a defendant to the cause or matter, or that 
he had some other cause or excuse which the court or a judge shall deem 
sufficient for not complying with such notice, in which case the court or a 
judge may allow the same to be putin evidence,’’ Pearson, J., held, on 
the authority of the decision of the Court of Appeal in Roberts v. Oppen- 
heim (L. R. 26 Ch. D. 724, 28 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat, 443), that the right to 
production under this rule was not absolute, but that, notwithstanding the 
reference to the documents contained in the statement of claim, the 
plaintiff was entitled to the same privilege from production to which he 
would have been entitled if there had been no such reference. And his 
lordship refused the application on the ground that, as far as pea’ 
the documents in question related exclusively to the title of the plaintiff, 
and did not in any way assist the defendant’s title. The Court of Appeal 
(Linpiey and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision, holding that the case 
was governed by Roberts v. Oppenheim.—CounseL, W. W. Karslake, Q.C., 
and Ingpen. Soutcrrors, Arnold § Co. ; 8. Lucas Hunt. 


In re THE CLITHEROE SETTLED ESTATE—C. A. No. 2, 
1st December. 


Sermzep Lanp Act, 1882, ss. 2 (sun-section 5), 56 (sun-sEction 2), 58 
(suB-sEcTION 1, cLAUSE 1x.)—Szetrtep LAND—TENANT ror Lire—PeERson 
HAVING Powers or TENANT FOR LIFE. 


The question in this case was whether a person, who was the first legal 
tenant for life of a settled estate, subject to a long term of years vested in 
trustees, was, within the meaning of the Settled Land Act, 1882, either the 
tenant for life of the estate, or a person having the powers of a tenant for life. 
A testator, who died on April 16, 1884, by his will, dated August 8, 1883, 
limited and appointed his Clitheroe estate to trustees for a term of 1,300 
years, upon the trusts thereinafter expressed, and subject thereto, to the 
use of his second son, H., for life, with remainders over in strict settlement. 
The trusts of the 1,300 years’ term were to raise portions for the younger 
sons and daughters of the testator; to pay certain annuities, including 
an annuity to H.; and to accumulate the surplus of the rents and profits 
as a sinking fund for the discharge of certain mortgage debts and other 
charges. The testator directed that the trustees should, upon his decease, 
‘enter into and from thenceforth, and during the continuance of the 
trusts for the liquidation and extinction of debts and charges hereinbefore 
created, hold the possession or receipt of the rents and profits of” the 
Clitheroe estate, and ‘‘not deliver the same to any person beneficially 
interested in any part thereof,” and manage or superintend the manage- 
ment of the estate as therein mentioned. Very full powers of manage- 
ment were given to the trustees, such as powers to fell timber, to direct 
or allow repairs or improvements, to open mines or quarries, to appoint 
receivers or stewards, &c. And the testator declared that, when all the 
trusts of the term should have been fully performed or satisfied, the term 
should cease. And the testator directed and appointed that, during the 
continuance of the term, the trustees should have such other powers over 
the estate as were given to a tenant for life in possession by the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, and as extended by his will. The trustees had agreed 
with the tenants of divers copyhold hereditaments, forming ‘part of the 
estate, to sell to them the freehold and inheritance of the copyholds, so as 
to effect an enfranchisement thereof; and some of the intending pur- 
chasers had raised the objection that, by virtue of the Settled Land Act, 
H. had the powers of a tenant for life under that Act, and that, under 
section 56 (2), his consent was necessary to the sale by the trustees, and 
to the exercise by them of any power conferred by the will upon them for 
any purpose provided for in the Act. H. had declared that he intended 
to exercise over the estate the powers given by the Act to a tenant for life. 
The trustees presented a petition, under section 56 (3), asking the opinion, 
advice, or direction of the court (1) whether the trustees were or were 
not entitled, during the continuance of the term, to sell the freehold of the 
copyhold hereditaments, and generally to exercise the powers expressed to 
be conferred on them by the will for any purpose provided for in the Act, 
without the consent of H.; and (2) whether H. during the continuance of 
the trusts of the term was to be deemed a tenant for life of the estate, or a 
= having the powers of a tenant for life, within the meaning of the Act. 

, V.C., held (L. R. 28 Ch. D. 378) that, during the continuance of the 
trusts of the term, H. was to be deemed to be a tenant for life, or a person 
having the powers of a tenant for life, within the meaning of the 
Act, and that the trustees were not entitled during the continuance of the 
term to sell the estate or exercise the powers given to them by the will 
for any purpose provided for by the Act, without the consent of H. The 
Court of Appeal (Sir James Hannen, and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) 
affirmed the decision as to its practical effect. Sir Jamzs HANNEN said 
that, whether H. was tenant for ilfe under section 2 of the Act, or a person 
having the powers of a tenant for life under section 58, his consent was 

to the exercise of the power of sale. His lordship did not 
think it necessary to My an opinion whether H. was a tenant for life 
under the Act, because he was clearly of opinion that he was a person 
having the powers of a tenant for life under the 58th section. It was 


Act, because his estate was subject to the term for the purpose of 
securing certain annuities, and to a trust for the accumulation of income 
for paying certain sums. But the fact that the estate was subject ton 
term for the purpose only of securing the payment of money dic not, in 
his lordship’s opinion, prevent it from being an estate in possession ; and 
in In re Jones (L. R. 28 Ch. D. 736, 28 Soxscrrors’ JouRNAL, 534) the 
Court of Appeal held that the fact that a person derived no actual benefit 
from the annual income of settled property, the residue of which, after 
payment of an annuity and interest on incumbrances, was given to him, 
did not prevent his being a person entitled to the powers given by the Act 
to a tenant for life. That was precisely the position of H. in the present 
case. Fry, L.J., said that, as at present advised, he was not satisfied 
that H. was a tenant for life within the meaning of the Act, but he 
agreed with Sir James Hannen that he was a person having the powers of 
a tenant for life within the meaning of section 58. Bowszn, L.J., con- 
eurred.—CounseL, Spencer Butler; R. J. Cust. Soxscrrors, Nicholl, 
Manisty, § Co. 


CHRISTOPHER v. CROLL AND OTHERS—C. A. No. 1, 27th 
November. 

PracticE—TIME FOR BRINGING AN ApPrEAL—R. 8, O©., 1883, oRp. 58, 
rr. 1, 15. . 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff from a judgment of Hawkins, J., 
at the trial. Ths ection was Fried on the 23rd of June, 1884, and the 
judgment entered on the 2nd of July. The notice of appeal was given 
on the 22nd of June, 1885, and the appeal was not entere till after the 
2nd of July, 1885. The defendant’s counsel objected that the appeal was 
out of time. The plaintiff appeared in person. The court (Lord Esuer, 
M.R., Corron and Bowen, L.JJ.) held, on the authority of Er parte 
Viney (25 W. R. 364, L. R. 4Ch. D. 794) and Ex parte Saffery (25 W. R. 572, 
L. R.5 Ch. D. 365), that the notice of appeal constituted the ‘‘ bringing of 
the appeal” within ord. 58, rr. 1 and 15, and that, the notice being served 
within the year from the judgment, the appeal was in time.—Counszt, 
J. G. Witt. Soxtcrror, J. Tucker. 


BICKERTON v. WALKER—C. A. No. 2, 2nd December. 


MorrGaGE—TRANSFER—LIABILITY OF TRANSFEREE TO EQUITIES BETWEEN 
MorrGacor AND MortGaGEE. 


In this case an important question arose as to the extent to which th® 
transferee of a mortgage is affected by equities which existed between the 
mortgagor and the mortgagee at the date of the mortgage. On the 8th of 
July, 1879, the plaintiffs assigned their interests under a will in a sum of 
Consols, which was standing in the name of the trustee of the will, by 
way of mortgage, to secure a sum of £250, with interest, payable on 
the 8th of August, 1879. The mortgage deed contained a recital that the 

laintiffs had received the £250, and the usual receipt for that sum was 
indorsed on the deed, and signed by the plaintiffs. On the 11th of March, 
1879, the mortgagee assigned his security to a person who paid for it the 
full amount of £250, and who had no notice of any equity between the 
plaintiffs and the mortgagee, except the equity of redemption according 
to the form of the deed. The plaintiffs by this action al eged that they 
had, in fact, received from the mortgagee only £91 17s. 6d., and they 
claimed to be entitled to redeem the mortgage on payment of what had 
been actually advanced to them, with interest. Bacon, V.O., decided 
that, as regarded the assignee, the plaintiffs could only redeem on payment 
of the £250, with interest, and the Court of Appeal (Sir James Hannan, 
and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Fry, L.J. (who 
delivered the judgment of the court) said that the legal interest in the 
legacy being vested in the trustee of the will, the interests both of the 
plaintiffs and of the assignee were only equitable, and the real question 
was whether the adverse equities of these two persons were equal equities. 
If the merits of the one were greater than those of the other, the court 
would give priority to the greater merits ; only if the merits were equal, 
would priority be given to the one which was prior in time? Now, the 
plaintiffs executed the deed, which recited that they had received the 
whole £250, and stipulated for a right to redeem on payment of £250 and 
interest. They signed the receipt stating that they had, in fact, received 
the £250, and they permitted the mortgagee to have possession of the deed 
which contained these false statements. No doubt they were, in a 
moral point of view, excusable for so acting, for they were deceived by 
those whom they trusted. But they were careless in placing in the hands 
of the mortgagee the means of deceiving other persons, and this, in the 
view of a court of equity, was a demerit. Was the assignee guilty of any 
negligence or want of care? He advanced his money on the faith of the 
production of the mortgage deed and the receipt aed by the plaintiffs, 
and, if the deed had been, not a mortgage, but an absolute assignment by . 
the plaintiffs, it would have been clear that there would have been no 
negligence on the part of the assignee in not inquiring of the plaintiffs 
as to their rights or claims. Nodoubt, in the ordihary course of business, 
a prudent assignee of a mortgage would, before paying his money, require 
either the concurrence of the ar in the assignment, or some 
information from him as to the state of accounts between him and the 
mortgagee. The reason for this was to be found in the fact that an 
assignee of a mortgage was affected by all transactions which might have 
taken taken place between the mo: rand the mortgagee subsequently 
to the mortgage, and the assignor was bound to give credit for all moneys 
received by the mortgagee before he had given notice of the assignment 
to the mortgagor. But, in the present case, the ent was 
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time for payment had arrived, so that, while it was possible, it 
was not very probable, that any payments would have been made either 
of principal or interest; and their lordships were of opinion that, if an 
assignee of a mortgage was willing to e the risk of any payments 
having been made by the mortgagor after the date of the mortgage, he 
was not guilty of carelessness or negligence if, in the absence of any 
circumstances to arouse suspicion, he relied upon the solemn assurance 
under the hand and seal of the mortgagor as to the real bargain carried 
into effect by the mortgage deed ; upon the possession of that deed by the 
mortgagee ; and upon the receipt for the full amount of the mortgage 
money under the hand of the mortgagor. The presence of a receipt 
indorsed upon a deed for the full amount of the consideration money had 
always been considered a highly important circumstance. The import- 
ance attached to this seemed, at first sight, a little remarkable, since the 
deed almost always contained a receipt for the money, and often a 
release by the party entitled to the money. But a deed might be de- 
livered as an escrow, whereas there was no reason for giving a receipt till 
the money was actually paid, except to enable the person who took the 
receipt to produce faith by it. A deed was, perhaps, rarely understood 
by the parties to it; a receipt was on a level with the intelligence of 
ordinary men and women ; he who ran might read and understand it. 
This decision of the court followed the general lines laid down by 
Kindersley, V.C., in Rice v. Rice (2 Drew. 73), though for the particular 
question, which distinguishes the present case from that, whether, for this 
purpose, there was any difference between a mortgage and an absolute 
conveyance, no authority which could assist the court had been cited. 
—CounsEL, Seward Brice; Millar, Q.C., and J. G. Laing. Souxscrrors, 
G. Twynam ; Walker § Mewburn Walker. 





Ex parte HARRIS—C. A. No. 1, 9th December. 


Lopcers’ Goons Prorgcrion Act, 1871 (34 & 35 Vicr. c. 79), s. 1—Disrress 
—Form or DecLaraTion—InsurricieNncy oF DECLARATION. 


Tn this case a question arose under section 1 of the Lodgers’ Goods 
Protection Act, 1871. Harris distrained for rent in arrear due from one 
William Bevan. Some of the goods distrained were claimed by Clara 
Bevan, who served on Harris a declaration under the above Act in the 
following form :—‘‘ To Samuel Harris,—I, Clara Bevan, do hereby declare 
that William Bevan has no right, or a. or beneficial interest in the 
furniture, goods, or chattels of which an inventory is hereunto annexed, 
but that such furniture, goods, and chattels are my property.”” Then 
followed the inventory. The declarant was not stated therein to bea 
lodger, nor was it stated whether any rent was due from her or not. 
Harris declining to withdraw the distress on these goods, the declarant 
applied to the magistrates for an order for their restoration. At the 
hearing it appeared that the declarant owed no rent to William Bevan. 
The magistrates made the order for the restoration. A motion was made 
on behalf of Harris to the Queen’s Bench Division fora rule nisi for a 
certiorari to bring up the order in order to have it quashed, on the ground 
that the magistrates had no jurisdiction, the declaration being insvfficient. 
Section 1 provides that the lodger must serve the superior landlord with a 
declaration in writing made by such lodger, setting forth (inter alia) 

whether any and what rent is due, and for what period, from such lodger 
to his immediate landlord.” It was contended that the declaration was 
insufficient under the Act because it did not state that the declarant was 
a lodger, nor did it state that she owed no rent to her immediate landlord. 
The Queen’s Bench Division refused the rule. Harris appealed. The 
court (Lord Esuer, M.R., Corron and Bowen, L.JJ.) refused the rule. 
They said, as to the objection that the declaration did not state that the 
declarant was a lodger, that the statute did not require it, and, therefore, 
that objection failed. As te the objection that the declaration did not 
state that no rent was due from the declarant to her immediate landlord, 
the section meant that the declaration must state what rent, if any was 
due, but it need not state that no rent was due if such was the case. The 
fact that nothing was stated about rent was the same as saying that no 
rent was due. The declaration, therefore, was sufficient in point of form, 
and the rule nisi must be refused.—Covnser, W. A. Attenborough. 
Soxicrror, Frith Needham. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 


In re YOUNGS, DOGGETT v. REVETT—Pearson, J., 4th December. 
Practice—Srayinc Procegpines In AcTION—FAILURE TO OBEY ORDER FOR 
Payment or Costs. 


This was an administration action, the defendant being the adminis- 
trator of an intestate. The plaintiff had been ordered by the Court of 
Appeal to pay to the defendant certain costs. These costs not having becn 
paid, the defendant applied by summons for a stay of the proceedings in 
the action until the costs should have been paid. On ‘behalf of the 
plaintiff reliance was placed on Morton v. Palmer (L. R. 9 Q. B. D. 89) in 
which, a verdict having been found at the trial for the plaintiff, the Court 
¢ Appeal (reversing the order of a divisional court) ordered the verdict and 

e judgment thereon to be set aside, a new trial had, the costs of the 
first trial to abide the event ; and it was ordered that the plaintiff should 
pay to the defendant the taxed costs of the appeal and of the application 
to the Divisional Court. These costs not having been paid by the plaintiff, 
a divisional court (Mathew and Cave, JJ.) refused to stay the proceedin, 
in the action till they had been paid. Pxrarson, J., held that the old 
—— of the Court of Chancery ought to be followed and the proceed- 

8 stayed until payment of the costs. But he ordered the summons to 





stand over for a fortnight to enzble the plaintiff to pay the costs.— 
Counset, Everitt, Q.C., and Herbert Smith ; Job Bradford. Soxtcrrors, 
Royle §& Co.; W. H. Roberts. 





HUTCHINSON v. NORWOOD—Pearson, J., 4th December. 


Inrant—Removat or Next Frrenp—Svunstirvution or TESTAMENTARY 
GvUARDIAN. 


This was an application for the removal the next of friend of some 
infants. The action was brought on behalf of the insants during the life 
of their father by a next friend who acted with the father’s authority. 
The father was now dead, and by his will he had appointed his wife, the 
mother of the infants, their . The mother applied by summons 
to have the original next friend removed, and herself substituted as next 
friend. Pzarson, J., held that the mother ought to be substituted.— 
CounseL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Stallard; Cookson, Q.C., and Grosvenor 
Woods. Sourcrrors, W. 8. James; G. 8. § H. Brandon. 





In re HENSON’S POLICY TRUSTS—Pearson, J., 5th December. 


Marrrep Women’s Property Act, 1870, s. 10—Poricy ror BENgFIT oF 
Wire anp CuILDREN—APPOINTMENT OF TRUSTEE BY CouRT. 


This was a petition—entitled in the matter of the Married Women’s 
Property Acts, 1870 and 1882, and in the matter of the Trustee Acts, 1850 
and 1852—asking for the appointment of a specified person as trustee for 
the purpose of receiving from an insurance company the proceeds of a 
| raped of assurance effected in 1879 with the company by a husband on 

is own life. The policy purported to be effected, under the provisions of 
the Married Women’s Property Act, 1870, for the benefit of the wife and 
children of the assured, in the proportions following—viz., that, if his wife 
and two or more children aed wae him, one-third of the policy 
money should be paid to the wife, and the remaining two-thirds should 
be divisible equally among the children. In October, 1885, the husband 
died, leaving his wife and two infant children surviving him. The petition 
was presented by the widow and the two children, by a next friend, 
asking for the appointment of a specified person as a trustee for the purpose 
of receiving the money from the company, such sum to be held by him in 
trust, as to one-third thereof, for the widow absolutely, and as to the 
remaining two-thirds for the two children in equal shares. Section 10 of 
the Act provides that when the sum secured by a policy so effected becomes 
wa or at any time previously, ‘‘@ trustee thereof may be appointed 

y the Court of Chancery in England . . and the receipt of such 
trustee shall be a good discharge to the office.’’ Pzaxson, J., declined to 
appoint a single trustee. He said that it would be contrary to the practice 
of the court to do so when a fund was to be retained on trust for ts. 

The attention of the court was not called to the fact that the Act of 1870 
is repealed by section 22 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, 
section 11 of which is substituted for section 10 of the Act of 1870. Section 
11 provides that the insured may, by the policy, or by a memorandum, 
appoint a trustee or trustees of the policy-money. ‘‘ In default of any 
such _ of a trustee, such policy, immediately on its being 
effected, shall vest in the insured, and his or her legal personal representa- 
tives, in trust for the purposes aforesaid. If at the time of the death 
of the insured, or at any time afterwards, there shall be no trustee, or it 
shall be expedient to appoint a new trustee or new trustees, a trustee or 
trustees, or a new trustee or new trustees, may be appointed by any court 
having jurisdiction under the provisions of the Trustee Act, 1850, or the 
Acts amending and extending the same.’’ Vide In re Soutar’s Policy Trust 
(L. R. 26 Ch. D. 236, {28 Soxrcrron’s Journat, 343).—Counsg1, £. 
Wilkinson. Soxicrrors, Bell, Brodrick, § Gray. 





JAMES v. WEBB—Chitty, J., 3rd December. 


R. 8. ©., 1883, orp. 36, x. 21; Apr. L., No. 27—Srrrme pown Causk on 
FurrHer ConstpgRATION—SErRvIcE oF Notice to OTHER PartrEs. 


In this case, the plaintiffs having set down their action for further 
consideration, and the defendant having taken out a summons to vary, 
the plaintiffs wrote to the defendant’s solicitor a letter as him to 
set down the summons so as to come on with the hearing of the 
further consideration. This the defendant’s solicitor did, but, the 
defendant not appearing at the hearing, an order was made on further 
consideration = dismissing the summons. The re declined to 
draw up the order, on the ground that notice that the cause had been 
set down for further consideration had not been served on the defendant 
in the form appended to R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 36, r. 21; App. L., No. 27. 
Currry, J., said that R. S. C., 1883, ord. 36, r. 21, did not refer to the 
form in the appendix as one which was to pat sone gag followed, and 
directed the registrar to draw up the order. UNSEL, Bardswell. Soxrcr- 
tors, Ridsdale § Son. 





BLAKE v. GALE—Bacon, V.C., 25th, 26th, and 27th November. 
Morrcacor anp Mortcacge—Dezatx or Mortcacorn—Rerat Estate 

INSUFFICIENT—RIGHT TO FOLLOW PERSONALTY DIsTRIBUTED AMONGST 

LEGATEES—ACQUIESCENCE. 

In this case second mortgagees sought to recover from the residuary 
legatees of the mortgagor the principal and interest of their mortgage, 
for which the real estate was no onger a sufficient security. e 
mortgagor died in 1859, and the personal estate was distributed amongst 
the residuary legatees in 1861. In 1883, Bacon, V.C., dismissed an action 
brought by the present plaintiffs against the executors, founded on the 
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devastavit, and they now brought this action against the residuary legatees. 
Bacon, V.C., said that the plaintiffs had all along been aware of the 
position of the mortgagor's affairs, and had acquiesced in the distribution 
of the personal estate. They had deliberately elected to rely on their real 
security only, and could not now enforce their claims against the legatees. 
—Covunset, Marien, Q.C., and Freeman ; Hemming, Q C., and B. B. Rogers ; 
Begg. Soutcrrors, Duffield § Bruty ; Blake § Heselcine, for Keith, Blake, § 
Co., Norwich. 


‘ 





In re THE LONDON AND SOUTHERN COUNTIES FREEHOLD 
LAND COMPANY—Ohitty, J., 4th December. 


Companies Act, 1862, Scuep. A., arts. 52, 53—IncorroraTION oF Come 
PANY—APPOINTMENT OF ProvistonaL Drrecrors. 


In this case an application was made under the Companies Act, 1862, 
s. 35, for the rectification of the registered list of shareholders of the 
company by striking out therefrom the name of the applicant as a 
shareholder, on the ground that the shares (which represented a director’s 
qualification) had been applied for on the condition that the applicant 
should be appointed a director, and that the condition had not been 
fulfilled. The articles of association of the company followed Schedule 
A. of the Companies Act, 1862, arts. 52, 53, to the effect that the names 
of the first directors should be determined by the subscribers to the 
memorandum of association, and that until directors were appointed 
the subscribers to the memorandum of association should be deemed to 
be directors, but the articles specially provided that the number of direc- 
tors should be not less than three nor more than ten, and that two should 
form aquorum. A meeting of the seven subscribers to the memorandum 
of association was called by one of them, who was the promoter and 
secretary of the company, but the notice calling the meeting did not 
contain any notice of the business to be done at the meeting. The 
meeting was attended by the secretary and one other subscriber, and 
amongst the resolutions passed was one appointing Mr. Bentinck a direc- 
tor. Currry, J., said that it appeared to have been thought that the 
ial article as to the constitution of a quorum controlled those pro- 
viding for the appointment of the first directors by the subscribers to the 
memorandum. He, however, held that the special article only came into 
a Se directors had been appointed, and did not apply to 
jose persons who, in the language of Table A., were only ‘‘ deemed to 
be directors.” On the construction of articles similar to those in question 
it had been held in Howbeach v. Teague (5 H. & N. 151) that a minority of 
the subscribers did not form a quorum. It had been said that doubt was 
cast upon Howheach v. Teague in the Court of Appeal by Lord Esher, 
M.R.. in the case of York Tramways Company v. Willows (30 W. R. 624, at p. 
628, L. R. 8 Q. B. D. 685, at p. 698). That, however, was not so. Lord 
Esher merely meant to say that that case was not within the point then 
actually before the Court of Appeal, and, therefore, that he had not con- 
sidered it. Howbeach v. Teague was still a binding decision. Moreover, 
Lord Coleridge, C.J., in York Tramways Company v. Willows (p. 627), spoke 
with approval of Howbeach ¥. Teague. He, therefore, was of opinion that 
the applicant had not been appointed a director. Moreover, he was 
unable to assent to any proposition as to the sufficiency of the notice of 
meeting. The applicant was entitled to the order as asked, with costs 
against the company.—Covunset, Macnaghten, Q.C., and Bramwell Davis ; 
Bagmild, Sorscrroms, Cunliffes & Davenport ; Aop'eyi-d 





TAYLOR +. BLACKLOCK —Bacon, V.C., 3rd December. 


Trestres—Misarriication or Oxe Tarver Funp—Investment 1x ANOTHER 
Txacer Fesp—Eicut To roLLtow—PrcRcuaserR ror VALUE witHovut Norice 
—PLea RAISED aT THE Hearine. 


In this case a question arose as to the right of a trustee to follow trust- 
moneys, which had been sold out and fraudulently invested without his 
Face oe ay by his co-trustee in making good the co-trustee’s misappro- 

of moneys belonging to another trust fund, gs against the legal 
of the other trust fund. The facts were, shortly, as follows :—C. 
was co-trustee with the plaintiff of trust funds belonging to the G. trust, 
and was also co-trustee of the defendant of other trust funds belonging 
to the P. trust. C., with the knowledge of the plaintiff, invested part of 
the G. trust funds in the hase in his own name of £4,848 9s. Metro- 
politan Railway Stock, paid the interest on it tothe cestuis que trust 
of the G. trust. C. having received a sum of £1,187 as trustee of the P. 
trust, appropriated it to his own use, without the knowledge of the defend- 
ant, his co-trustee of the P. trust. The defendant, having written to 
C. as to the investment of this sum of £1,187, C. sold out part of the 
Metropolitan Kzilway Stock belonging to the G. trust, and invested part of 
the proceeds of such sale in the purchase, in the names of himself and the 
defendant, as trustecs of the P. trust, of a sumof £1,143, debenture stock 
of the Caledonian Kailway Company. In accordance with the practice of 
Footch jes, the Caledon stock so purchased was registered in 
the books of that wpe by held by C. and the defendant, as trustees of 

after this purchase, C. informed the plaintiff, 

his co-trustee of the G. trast, that he, C., had sold part of the Metropolitan 
stock belonging to the (. trust, and was about to invest it in a mortgage 
ot real estate. The plaintiff frequently inquired of OC. whether it had 
been 26 invested, and C. always represented it was about to be done, and 
that the delay arose merely from some technical difficulty as to title. 
4 y the defendant caused the Caledonian stock to be trans- 
ferred into his name alone, as sole surviving trustee of the P. trust. The 
Platntifl, who on C."s death became sole surviving trustee of the G. trust, 
aimed the Caledonian stock on behalf of the G. trust, it having 


—_ 


been in fact purchased with the moneys arising from the sale of the 
Metropolitan stock belonging to the G. trust. The defendant by his 
defence denied any knowledge of the fact that the Caledonian stock had 
been purchased with the produce of the sale of the Metropolitan stock, 
and set up the plea that, even if it had been so purchased, the plaintiff 
having been guilty of negligence in allowing OC. to have the sole control 
of the Metropolitan stock belonging to the G. trust, had no right to follow 
the fund. Bacon, V.C., dismissed the action; he said it was a case in 
which one of two innocent parties should suffer, owing to the fraud of a 
third person. It had been urged that the defendant, not having 
explicitly set up by his defence the - of purchaser for value without 
notice, could not raise it at the trial; but if that plea was a fair inference 
from the facts admitted by the pleadings, and the further written 
admissions of the parties to the action, then the court was bound to con. 
sider it. And that was the case here. From the facts admitted as to the 
manner in which the purchase of the Caledonian stock was made, it had 
been proved that the defendant had no notice of the fraudof ©. The 
complete legal title to that stock since the death of C. had been, and now 
was, vestedin thedefendant. Thorndike v. Hunt (3 D.G. & J. 563) was a 
distinct authority against the claim. There had been no negligence or 
omission on the part of the defendant, whereas the plaintiff had been 
guilty of negligence in allowing C. to have the sole control of the G. trust 
funds. — Counsgt, Hemming, Q.C., and Chester ; Marten, Q.O., and Hadley, 
Sorrcrrors, J. J. ¢ C. J. Allen; Blake § Heseltine, agents for John 
Wilkinson, North Walsham. 





In re DEARMER, JAMES v. DEARMER—Kay, J., 28th November; 
3rd and 5th December. 


Hvusspanp AND Wire—Marriep Women’s Prorerty Act, 1870, s. 1— 
Goopwit1 or Bustness—SEPARATE PROPERTY. 


The facts in this case were that Mrs. Dearmer, previously to 
the year 1862, carried on the business of a ladies’ school. In that 
year she married, and a settlement was made upon the marriage 
which did not in any way refer to, or affect to deal with, the 
business so carried on by her or the goodwill thereof. After the 
marriage, she continued to carry on the school. Her husband lived 
in the house, but he did not take any part in the business. The 
prospectuses of the school were in the lady’s name, and he did not assist, 
in any manner, in the tuition. Out of the earnings of the school, the 
wife contributed to, if she did not substantially pay, the household 
expenses. Some of these earnings were invested by the husband in his 
own name, and another portion was invested in the purchase of the lease 
of the premises in which the school was carried on. The husband lived 
until after the passing of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1870, and 
died in the year 1877. He did not, in any way, affect to deal with the 
property by his will, and he did not ostensibly, by any act of his, treat it 
as his own property. Upon his death, the question arose between the 
executors of his will, under which his infant children were interested, 
and the lady who survived him, as to who were entitled to the goodwill, 
property, and effects of the business. It appeared that, since the 
husband’s death, Mrs. Dearmer had very much augmented the business, 
and had sold it for a considerable sum. Kay, J., after stating the facts, 
said that he was satisfied, upon the evidence before him, that the 
business was, in fact, carried on by the wife separately from the husband. 
It was, to all intents, the lady’s own business, which she was evidently 
permitted by her husband to carry on for her own benefit. The goodwill 
became the property of the wife, as being an asset emery to a 
business which she carried on separately from her hnsband within the 
meaning of section 1 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1870.—Counss1, 
Robinson, Q.C., and Stokes; W. Pearson, Q.C., and Harry Nush ; North- 
more Lawrence and Butcher. Soxicrrors, George Clark ; Charles Browning. 





MARTIN v. ROCKE, EYTON, & CO.—North, J., 19th, 20th, and 21st 
November, 2nd December. 


Purncipat AnD AGent—AvcTionggr—Procegps or SALe—APprrorPRiaTion 
BY Banker TO OvERDRAFT. 


In this case the question arose whether, when an auctioneer has paid in 
the proceeds of sales to his account at a bank, the bankers can appropriate 
the sum paid in towards satisfaction of the auctioneer’s overdraft when 
they know in what capacity he has received the money. G. M. was an 
auctioneer who was in the habit of holding fortnightly sales of cattle, for 
which he received the purchase-money, or cheques for the amount 
thereof, and paid the same into his private account at his bank. He 
himself paid the vendors the price pald for the cattle, after deducting 
therefrom his commission and any sums due to him from the vendors in 
respect of sales. On the 8th of December, 1884, G. M. sold a large 
quantity of cattle belonging to the plaintiff and other farmers, and re- 
ceived the purchase-money partly in coin and partly in cheques, amount- 
ing in all to £2,229, which he aid in to his account at the defendants 
bank. The account wus at this time overdrawn in excess of the amount 
#0 paid in; but there was an agreement between G. M. and the defendants 
that he should be allowed to overdraw his account up to £2,500, the 
defendants holding certain securities, including a guarantee for £1,500. 
On the 9th of December the defendants told G. M. that they would 
retain the proceeds of the sale just = in, unless additional security 
were given. On the 12th of December the guarantors gave the defendants 
notice not to make any further advances to G. M. on the security of the 
guarantee. ‘I'he defendants thereupon appropriated the proceeds of the 
sale towards satisfying G. M.'s overdraft, and this action was brought by 
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the plaintiff on behalf of himself and all other vendors of cattle at the 
above sale against the bank to obtain (1) a declaration that they were 
entitled to be paid out of the proceeds of the sale in the defendants’ 
hands the amount of their —— purchase-moneys; (2) an account 
of the amounts received, and the persons to whom the same were 
respectively payable; and (3) payment of such amounts and costs. On 
the 2nd of December Norru, J., delivered judgment, and stated that, 
under the circumstances, none of the cheques received by G. M., and paid by 
him into the bank, could represent the clear sum paid to him as the vendors’ 
agent ; nor could it be said that any specific part of such cheques was 
id to him as agent. There was no doubt that the bank knew that the 
cheques paid in represented the proceeds of the sale. As to the money 
paid into the bank by notes and cash,’ there was no evidence to show 
whence it came, and it could not be earmarked. If G. M. had been a 
trustee who had committed a breach of trust, there was no doubt that 
the vendors might have followed the money into the hands of the bank: 
Re Hallett’s Estate, Knatchbull v. Hallett (28 W. R. 732, L. R.13 Ch. D. 
696); Ex parte Cooke, Re Strachan (25 W. R. 171, L. R. 4 Ch. D. 123). 
The plaintiff urged that G. M. was a trustee of the proceeds of sale, that 
it was a breach of trust to pay in to his private account the money re- 
ceived, and that the bank had no power to retain the sum so paid in 
satisfaction of the trustee’s private debt; and he relied on Pannell v. 
Hurley (2 Coll. 241); Bodenham v. Hoskyns (2 D. M. & G. 903). But the 
decision of the House of Lords in Gray v. Johnston (16 W. R. 842, L. R. 3 
H. L. 1) showed that if the plaintiff was right in this contention the busi- 
ness of bankers could not be carried on, as they would be bound to 
inquire as to the source of every sum paid in. And here G. M. had not 
committed any breach of trust of which the bank had notice, as the cheques 
belonged to him, and were properly paid into his bank. The defendants 
had no means of knowing what proportion of the cheques was due to 
G. M. personally, and what proportion was payable to the vendors. 
They could not, therefore, be said to be privy to a breach of trust; there 
was merely the relation of debtor and creditor between them and G. M.: 
Foley v. Hill (2 H. L. C. 36). G. M. had acted with the utmost honesty 
throughout the transaction, but the conduct of the defendants had been 
extremely shabby. The action must be dismissed, but without costs.— 
CounsEL, Warmington, Q.C., and Russell Roberts; Barber, Q.C., B. B. 
Rogers, and R. O. B. Lane. Soutcrrors, Saunders, Hawksford, Bennett, $ 
Co., for Corner, Hereford ; Cree § Sons, for Sothern § Montford, Ludlow. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 


BEAN v. WADE—C. A. No. 1, 18th November; 1fth December. 


Soxicrrorn — NEGLicENcE — Omission To GivE Noricg oF APPOINTMENT OF 
New Trusters—Imriiep Retariner—Sratvute or Limiratrons. 


In this case the action was by trustees to recover £1,000 from Messrs. 
Wade & Co., solicitors, on the ground that, through the negligence of the 
solicitors, that amount had been lost tothe trust fund. Miss E. Whitting- 
stall, by her will, dated July 8, 1824, bequeathed £100,000 to a person 
for life, and then subject to certain trusts, under which, ultimately, Mr. 
J. G. Whittingstall Bean became entitled to a share of the £100,000. By 
a marriage settlement, dated February 2, 1871, Mr. J. G. W. Bean 
assigned all his reversionary interest under the above will to Mr. W. T. 8. 
Cooper, a solicitor, as trustee of the settlement. No effectual notice of 
the settlement was given to the trustees of the will. The trust included 
certain real property, and the settlement contained a power of ae 
with the consent of the trustee. The defendants, Messrs. A. Wade, G. 
Wade, and E. Harper, who were solicitors in partnership at Hitchin, in 
Hertfordshire, and Shefford, in Bedfordshire, were solicitors for a Mr. 
Simkins, who had been asked to take a mortgage under the settlement. 
Mr. Cooper refused to concur in the mortgage, so that Simkins’ title 
could not be perfected. Thereupon Mr. J. G. W. Bean went to the 
defendants, and on their advice a bill was filed on April 2, 1874, in 
which Mrs. Bean (by Mr. C. W. Bean as her next friend) was plaintiff, 
and Mr. Cooper and Mr. J. G. W. Bean were defendants, and it was 
sought to have Mr. Cooper removed from the trust, and to have new 
trustees appointed. On July 28, 1874, an order was made appointing the 
present plaintiff, Mr. C. W. Bean, and Mr. W. Morrison the new trustees, 
and on June 28, 1875, by the direction of the court, Mr. Cooper assigned 
to them all the property comprised in the settlement. The defendants 
acted in all matters connected with the removal of Mr. Cooper from the 
trusteeship and in the conveyance by him to the new trustees, and were 
paid by them under an order of court. The conveyance was prepared by 
one of the conveyancing counsel in the Court of Chancery, but the 
defendants did not ask him for instruction as to any notices that it might 
be necessary to serve. In February, 1879, Mr. J. G. W. Bean wrongfully 
assigned his reversionary share under Miss Whittingstall’s will to a Mr. 
H. W. Burgess to secure an advance of £800, and on April 9, 1879, Mr. 
Burgess’ solicitors gave notice of the assignment to the trustees of the 
will. An action was subsequently brought for the administration of the 
trusts of the £100,000, and an order was made by Hall, V.C., declarin 
that Mr. Burgess was entitled, as first incumbrancer, to Mr. J. G. W. 
Bean's revers ge | share in preference to the plaintiffs. The latter had 

id the interest of the amount so lost to their trust fund to the widow of 

r. J. G. W. Bean, and claimed in this action to recover the — 
sum and interest from the defendants, on the und that the loss had 
been due to their negligence in having failed to give notice within a reason- 
able time to the trustees of the will of the plaintiffs’ appointment as the 
new trustees. Fer the defence it was contended (1) that the defendants 

never been retained by the plaintiffs ; (2) the defendants had 


not been guilty of negligence ; and (3), as 
the claim was barred by the Statute of 
tried by Cave, J., who decided the first two 
other Mr. Hi , With whom the partnership had been dissolved. 
As to Mr. G. Wade, the writ him was not 
1882, but Cave, J., held that 
April 9, 1879, on which day Mr. a served his notice. 
was given against Messrs A. & G. Wade, who appealed. The appeal was 
argued on November 18, when judgment was reserved. On December 12 
Linpuey, L.J., delivered the judgment of the court (Lord Esxer, M.R., 
and Corron and Linney, L.JJ.), allowing the appeal as Mr G. 
Wade. He said that, under the decree, it became the duty of the plain- 
tiffs to raise money to pay the taxed costs, to get a conveyance of the 
trast property from Cooper, and to get the deeds, &c., from him. Nothing 
was more natural or more in acco with the course of busi- 
ness than that they should leave those matters to be attended to by Messrs. 
Wade & Co. Looking at the case from Messrs. Wade & Co.’s point of 
view, nothing would be more natural for them (in the absence of any 
reason to the contrary) than to atténd to the carrying out of the decree 
without any fresh instructions, and to act for the new trustees in respect 
of that which they had to do under the decree, and to take it for | ted 
that the new trustees would acquiesce in their so doing, and ratify their 
acts. The court could not avoid coming to the conclusion that, as a matter 
of fact, the relationship of solicitor and client existed between the new 
trustees and Mr. Wade from the date of their appointment, altho 
there was no particular communication, verbal or written, which could 
pointed to as constituting a retainer or appointment of Mr. Wade by the 
new trustees for whom he, in fact, acted. Nothing in the correspondence 
tended to weaken the inference which the court had drawn the 
conduct of the parties and the usual course of business. The court being 
of opinion that Mr. Wade was the solicitor of the new trustees in the 
summer of 1875, was further of opinion that he was guilty of negli- 
gence in not giving the notice to the trustees of the will. Since Searle v. 
Hail (3 Russ. 1) it has been familiar knowledge to all lawyers that the title 
of an assignee of an equitable interest in trust funds cannot be 

safe until notice of the assignment has been given to the trustee of 
fund. That wasa matter which every solicitor is bound to know, 
cannot expect his client to know. A solicitor employed by new 
to see that a pro ent is made to them of ty bas 
his duty if he does not either inform them of the necessity for giving such 
notice, or give it for them without instructions. The fact that the con- 
veyancing counsel did not call Mr. Wade's attention to the necessity of 
giving the notice did not exonerate Mr. Wade from wrngse very ordinary 
a precaution. Therefore the judgment against Mr. A. Wade was right. 
As to Mr. G. Wade, the court would have also held him liable but for the 
Statute of Limitations. More than seven years elapsed between 

of Cooper’s conveyance and August 7, 1882, the date of the commencement 


zh 


iH 


of the action against Mr. G. Wade. It was, th in that more 
than six years elapsed between the time when notice t to have been 
given and the commencement of such action. A to the cases of 


Howell v. Young (5 B. & C. 259), Smith v. Fox (6 Hare, 386), and Re Hind- 
marsh (1 Dr. & Sm. 129), a right of action of the kind in question was 
treated as arising from a of contract, and not from 
from contract or from any breach of trust. Therefore the statute began 
to run in favour of Mr. G. Wade from the date of his breach of duty from 
his client—i.e¢., at and from the time at which notice ought to have been 
given to the trustees of the will—and not from the time when the loss con- 
ge fiw ante bs rn be al or nd j udgment given for Mr. 
on that point, the tC) lo and j given b 
G. Walk thea Charles, Q.C., and Danckwerts ; Jeif, Q.C., and Sills. 
Soxrcrrors, Hare ¢ Co.; F. Taylor. 


In re SUMMERVILLE—C. A. No. 2, 8th December. 


Practice—Lunacr—Lvexatic Not so FOUND—Pertrrion ror APPLticaTton 
or Prorsrty—Norics siensp sy Lonpon Acgyt or Perrrrronsn’s 
Soricrron—Lvunacy Orpgr, 1883, rn 59. 

This was a petition under sections 12, 13, and 15 of the Lunacy - 
tion Act, 1862, for the ication of the obaaaedanteans 
by inquisition towards maintenance. Rule 59 of the Order 
of 1883 provides that ‘‘ the notice to the alleged lunatic of the ication 
ae Ses eee 2 the said sections shall be by service on 


i 


-* 
- 


him personally of a copy of the petition, with a notice thereon indorsed 
he ea tioner or his solicitor in the Form VIII. in the schedule, 
th suc ions as the case may require.” In the toase the 


presen 
notice was signed, not by the petitioner or his solicitor, bat by the 
London agent of the petitioner's country solicitor, who signed 

as agent for the country solicitor. The court (Livover, Fav, and 

L.JJ.) held that this wasinsufficient. Lrvovry, L J., said that, 
if the London agent as solicitor for the 
petitioner, his sagnature would have been su’ it was not 
sufficient for him to sign as agent. —Counsat, WD. Rawlins, Sorrcrrors, 
Bolton, Robbins, Busk, ¢ Co. 





Hien Covrr or Justicn—Cuancery Drvrsroy, 
(Before Kay, J.) 
Deo, T.—In the Matter of Robert Dundas Strong, a Solicitor. 

This was an application to strike the name of the it off the 
roll, The facts of the case were, shortly stated, as ws >—In June, 
1881, the ee oS ae ee He was 
acquainted, through his wife, three young ladies, spinsters, who 
were living at Shepherd's Bush, and whose principal means of support 
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consisted of some house property in that neighbourhood, which was sub- 
ject to a mortgage of small amount. These young ladies were induced 

y the respondent and his wife to lend to the respondent a sum of £670. 

At the same time he undertook to act as their solicitor. As security for 
the loan so made, the respondent purported to mortgage to the ladies a 
Jicy on his life and some costs due to him as solicitor of a company in 
Fani ation, but both of these properties were subject to prior mortgages 
of large amount. He also handed to them a guarantee of his wife and 
sister, but his wife did not sign this document. The respondent subse- 
quently received from the ladies a further sum of £135, which he 
suggested to them should be temporarily invested upon the security of 
costs owing to him, and which costs he himself afterwards received. 
The money advanced by the ladies had been obtained from a bank, with 
which the title deeds of the house property had been deposited as 
security, the prior mortgage being discharged out of additional sums 
advanced by the bank. On the 28th of February, 1882, the bank issued 
a writ against the ladies in an action to enforce this security, and the 
respondent acted as their solicitor. He put in on their part a defence 
which, he said, was for the purpose of delay, declining to admit that 
they had signed any document charging the property, and denying that 
any money was due. An order was made for a receiver, and another 
er for an affidavit of documents, and a motion was made for attach. 
ment of the ladies for not making such affidavit. On the 5th of June, 
1882, an arrangement was made by the bank with the respondent. to 
abandon the motion for attachment if he would consent to an order for 
sale on the hearing as ashort cause. On the Ist of July judgment was 
taken by consent for sale in default of payment in six months. After- 
wards a receiver was appointed, and he gave notice to the tenants to pay 
their rents to him. One of the tenants sent this notice to one of the 
three ladies, who thereupon communicated with the respondent, and, 
according to her statement, he said that the receiver was a new clerk of 
his, and that it was very stupid of him to make such a mistake, that she 
must take no notice of it, and that he would see that it did not happen 
ogee. The same lady deposed that the existence of the litigation was 
ther concealed from her by the respondent, and the correspondence 
confirmed her statement. When the real state of affairs became known 
to the ladies, some friends of theirs came forward to assist them in the 
matter, and, having made arrangements for a transfer of the securities, 
they brought the respondent’s conduct before the court by this motion, 
which not only sought to have him struck off the roll of solicitors, but 
also to have an account of the moneys due from him, with an order for 
a and a declaration that the amount due represented a debt or 
ility incurred by means of fraud, and the forbearance of which was 
obtained by means of fraud. 

William Pearson, Q.C., and Leonard Field, appeared for the applicants. 

Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Sidney Woolf, argued the case for the 

mdent, whose defence was twofold—first, a denial of the jurisdiction 
of the court to interfere on a summary application either to strike him off 
the roJl or to direct an accountjagainst him ; and, secondly, an attempt to 
make out that these were mere loan transactions independent of his pro- 
fessional character, and that no moneys were received by him in that 
character. 

Kay, J., in delivering judgment, referred to the cases of Re Aitkin (4 
B. & Ald., at p. 49) and Re Blake (3 E & E. 34), and said that he did not 
agree with the statement of the law made on the defendant’s behalf, or 
with the view of the facts submitted. With reference to the facts, 
which his lordship detailed at great length, he said that he had 
shown that in the first and all subsequent transactions the respondent 
had acted as these ladies’ solicitor, and his conclusion was that 
he obtained these moneys from them by coacealing his real impecunious 
and hopeless position, and by fraudulently representing that he was giving 
them security. He fraudalently, as his lordship thought, neglected to 
give notice to perfect any of the securities he gave, and this he did in 
order that he might be able to realize some of them himself. He, with- 
out their knowledge and consent, received and applied to his own use all 
he could get of the costs he professed to pledge to them, and, finding his 
influence, with his wife’s assistance, almost unbounded, though he knew 
they were on the verge of ruin through his means, he continued to extort 
from them money to y the interest upon his own debt—the 
sum they had allowed him to borrow. He concealed from them 
the lings by the bank as long as possible by falsehoods told 
for purpose of delaying the exposure of his conduct, and insti- 
gated his wife to use certain threats which were deposed to in order to pre- 
vent the matter being brought before the court. His lordship concluded 
thus :—I must hold that a man who could £0 avail himself of his position as 
a solicitor to prey upon three defenceless young ladies, his own clients, is 
not fit to remain upon the roll of an honourable profession, and I, 
therefore, order his name to be struck off. His lordship also gave direc- 
tions as to an account of moneys due and repayment, and ordered that 
the respondent should pay all the costs of the application. 

Graham Hastings asked that proceedings might be stayed pending an 
appeal, but his lordship refused to grant this.— Times, 








On the 3rd inst. Mr. Justice Manisty, on being informed by counsel 
that his client had had a copy of the judge’s notes in a case furnished to 
him by the ——_ clerk, made an o ation, in which the other 
members of court fully concurred, to the effect that this practice was 
most His lordship said that copies ought to be fur- 
wished only for the judges before whom the motion for the new trial 
came on, and these ought to be tly bespoken and stamped. He 
should certainly not allow his clerk to furnish any solicitor with a copy 


SOCIETIES. 


LIVERPOOL INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee of thi, 
society :— 

Sales by Auction of Real Property—The committee devoted much time 
and labour in elaborating the scheme for the sale of real property by 
auction under the auspices of the society which was originally suggeste 
by Mr. Nicholson and approved of at the last annual meeting ; but soon 
after the arrangements were completed an objection was made that the 
execution by the society of the scheme was wltrd vires. This objection 
proving to be well founded, a company, styled ‘‘The Law Sales Society, 
Limited,’’ has been formed to carry out the scheme. As the question js 
of considerable local importance, the committee take this opportunity of 
explaining that the object of the company is not to make profit, but, in 
the interest of the public, to reduce, as far as possible, the expenses cop. 
nected with the offer of real property for sale by auction. It is hoped 
that a large number of the profession will become shareholders in the 
company in order to facilitate the successful working of the new system, 
and that the profession in Liverpool and the neighbourhood generally 
will assist in giving it a fair trial. 

Entry of Causes at the Assizes.—The committee have addressed a com. 
munication to the judges appointed to the Northern Circuit for the 
present assizes asking that ord. 36, r. 22b, which requires a cause to be set 
down seven days before the commission day, except by special leave, may 
be suspended in its operation so far as Liverpool and Manchester are con. 
cerned. Mr. Justice Mathew has kindly promised to bring the matter 
before the Rules Committee. 

Points of Law and Practice in Conveyancing. — Messrs. J. Thornely, 
G. Mason, and J. W. Alsop have acted during the past year as con- 
veyancing referees appointed to decide any differences between members 
with regard to the law or practice in conveyancing, and several cases of 
disputed practice have been dealt with by them. The following is an 
opinion given by them on the 25th of April last as to the powers of com- 
missioners of the Court of Chancery of the County Palatine of Lancaster: 
—‘‘We are of opinion that a commissioner to administer oaths in the 
Court of Chancery of the County Palatine of Lancaster, appointed under 
the 17 Geo. 2, c. 7, is an ‘ officer’ now by Jaw authorized to administer an 
oath within the meaning of section 18 of the 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 62, and 
that consequently it is within his power to take a statutory declaration. 
Although in practice it was not usual before the Judicature Act, 1873, for 
commissioners of the superior courts of common law or of the Chancery 
of Lancaster to take such declarations, it seems to us that the words of the 
section apply to them just as they did to commissioners of the Court of 
Chancery before the Judicature Acts.’’ 

Court of Passage.—The judgment delivered by Mr. Justice Wills on the 
27th of March last, in the case of Spiers v. Daggers, showed the necessity 
for some alteration in the constitution and practice of the Court of 
Passage, and with this object the corporation instructed Mr. H. H. 
Bremner (the deputy registrar) to draft a Bill. By the courtesy of the 
town clerk, the committee have had an opportunity of considering the 
draft Bill, but as the rules and orders proposed to be made applicable to 
the practice of the court have not yet been prepared, the committee with- 
hold their report for the present. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 

The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 9th inst., Mr. J. Anderson Rose in the chair. The other directors 
present were Messrs. S. Hurry Asker (Norwich), Edwin Hedger, J. H. 
Kays, W. B. Paterson, R. Pennington, Philip Rickman, H. T. Sankey 
(Canterbury), Sidney Smith, Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott, 
secretary. A sum of £195 was distributed in grants of relief, one new 
member was admitted to the association, and other general business was 
transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honours Examination. 

November, 1885. 

At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
mended the following gentlemen as being entitled to honorary 
distinction :— 

Finst Crass. - 
[In order of Merit, } 

Arthur Statham Jecks, LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Charles Few, of London. 

Arthur David Brooks, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Francis 


Butlin, of Birmingham ; and with Mesers. Wilkinson & Son, of London. 
Srconp Onass. 
[In Alphabetical order. ] 
David James Bailey, who served his clerkship with Mr. James Yeoman, 
of Huddersfield. 
William Bentley, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Ponting 
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Frederick John Bevis, who served his clerkship with Mr. James Edmund 
Haslewood, of Brighton. 

Edmund Brown Viney Christian, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Robert Stevens Fraser, of London. 

Edward Smith Dunhill, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
Holden, of Hull; and with Messrs. Chester, Mayhew, Broome, & 
Griffiths, of London. 

say neces King, who served his clerkship with Mr. James Crowdy, 
of the firm of Messrs. Crowdy, Son, & Tarry, of London. 

Alfred Puleston, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Carrington 
Conquest, of the firm of Messrs. Conquest & Clare, of Bedford. 

Turmp Ouxass. 
[In Alphabetical order. ] 

Waeltes Sharscroes Chadwick, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
to ne of Warwick ; and with Messrs. Ullithorne, Currey, & Villiers, 

on. 

Walter Villiers Mulcaster, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 

hen Daglish, of Newcastle-on-Tyne. 
illiam John ye who served his clerkship with Mr. Alfred 
Sharp, of Epworth. 

John Tonge, who served his clerkship with Mr. Richard Mason, of the 
firm of Messrs. H. E. & R. Mason, of Great Grimsby; and with Messrs. 
Hicks & Son, of London. 

William Courthope Townshend Wilson, who served his clerkship with 
Mr. John Labron Johnson, of Liverpool. 

The Council of the Sneeepenstal, Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Jecks, the prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s Inn— 
value ten guineas ; and the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about twenty-five 


ineas. 
eT Mr. Brooks, the prize of the Honourable Society of Clifford’s Inn— 
value ten guineas. 

The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

The number of candidates who attended the examination was fifty-six. 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The usual weekly meeting was held at the Law Institution, Chancery- 
lane, on Tuesday, the 8th inst., Mr. Ernest Todd in the chair. The 
question for debate was, ‘‘That it is desirable to introduce a system of 
national insurance to compel all persons to secure for themselves a pro- 
virion against sickness and old age.’’ The debate was opened in the 
affirmative by Mr. Van Sommer, who was companied by Messrs. G. B. 
Ellis and Rhys, and opposed by Messrs. Bilbrough, ‘Riddell, Bennett, 
Crawford, Muir, and Dodd. The opener having replied, the question, on 
being put to the meeting, was negatived by a large majority. 





— 





LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr, Henry ALExanper Girrarp, Q.C., has been appointed Professor 
of Equity by the Council of Legal Education. Professor Giffard is the 
eldest son of Mr. Henry Giffard, of Guernsey, and was born in 1838. He 
was educated at Queen Elizabeth’s College, Guernsey, and at Corpus 
Christi College, Oxford, where he graduated as a double first (classics 
and mathematics) in 1861. He obtained the Taylorian Sch ip and 
the Junior Mathematical Scholarship in 1859, and the Eldon Law 
Scholarship in 1861, and he was afterwards elected a senior student of 
Christ Church. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary 
Term, 1865. He practises in the Chancery Division and became a 
Queen’s Counsel in 1882. He is a bencher of Lincoln’s-inn. 


Mr. Tuomas CuarLes Wrront, barrister, has been appointed Professor of 
the Law of Real and Personal Property by the Connell of Education. 

fessor Wright is the eldest son of the Rev. Edward Wright, 
and was born in 1823. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
ae Term, 1845. He practises as an equity draftsman and con- 
eyancer. 


Mr. Wii11am Harpman, chairman of the Surrey Quarter Sessions, has 
received the honour of Knighthood. Sir W. Hardman is the only son of 
Mr. William Brid , of Bury, Lancashire, and was born in 
1828. He was educated at Trinity ie Cambridge, and he was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in ter Term, 1852. He has 
tised in the Court of Chancery and at the Parliamen’ Bar. Sir W. 
Hardman is recorder of the borough of Kingston-upon- and a 
trate and deputy-lieutenant for Surrey, and he has been 
of the Surrey Sessions since 1877. 
Mr. Cuarues H, T. Wuanron, solicitor, of No. 31, John-street, Bed- 


-row, has been = a Commissioner to administer Oaths in 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS, &c. 


Joun Pemngrton, Tuomas Epwarp Sampson, and Barnarp Epwin 
Tauzs, Liv solicitors (Pemberton, & James), so far as 
regards the said nard Edwin James. October 26. The business for 
| ae ce be oupies on by = — Posheres oat Thomas 
Kdward pson alone, under the style or emberton & 
Sampson. ‘ (Gazette, Deo. 4.) 


OBITUARY. 


MR. ROBERT SLANEY. 


Mr. Robert Slaney, solicitor, died at Newcastle -under-Lyme, on the 7th 
ult., in his seventy-fourth year. Mr. Slaney was born in 
1811. He was admitted a solicitor in 1846, and for many 
years he carried on an extensive business. He was a perpetual 
commissioner for Staffordshire, and on the establishment of the Newcastle- 
under-Lyme County Court (Circuit No. 26) he was appointed to the office 
of registrar. He resigned the office afew years ago, and was succeeded by 
his son and partner, Mr. Thomas Slaney, who was admitted a solicitor in 
1873. Mr. Slaney had retired from practice about a year ago on account 
of failing health. He was for some time a member of the Newcastle- 
under- Lyme School Board. 





MR. JOSEPH BEAUMONT. 


Mr. Joseph Beaumont, barrister, formerly Chief Justice of British 
Guiana, died suddenly at his residence at Richmond from apoplexy on the 
22nd ult. Mr. Beaumont was the eldest son of the Rev. Dr. Beaumont, of 
Bristol, and was born in 1828. He was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in Trinity Term, 1852, when he commenced to practise as au 
equity draftsman and conveyancer. In 1863 he was appointed Chief Justice 
of the Supreme Court of the Colony of British Guiana, and he held that 
office till 1868. On his return to Enlgand in the latter year he resumed 
his practice in the Court of Chancery, and at the time of his death he had 
a large junior business. Mr. Beaumont was an active member of 
the Conservative party in the Richmond district, and only three days 
before his death he had presided at a meeting of Sir John Ellis’s sup- 
porters. He was married, in 1859, to the daughter of Mr. William Day. 


SIR MORDAUNT LAWSON WELLS. 


Sir Mordaunt Lawson Wells, serjeant-at-law, died at Rotherfield, 
Sussex, on the 26th ult. Sir M. Wells was the second son of Mr. Samuel 
Wells, and was born in 1817. He was called tothe barat the Middle Tem- 
le in Hilary Term, 1841, and he practised for many years on the Norfolk 
ircuit. He becamea eS ae in 1856, and he was recorder of the 
borough of Bedford from 1855 till 1858, when he was appointed a udge 
of the Supreme Court of Bengal, and received the honour of knighthood. 
From 1860 till 1862 he was legal member of the Council of the Governor- 
General of India, and in that capacity he passed the Indian Penal Code. 
He resumed for a short period the position of a judge of the High Court, 
but he finally retired in 1863. After his return to England he practised 
for some years at the Parliamentary Bar. Sir M. Wells was married first, in 
1840, to the daughter of Mr. Thomas Gresham, who died in 1860, and 
secondly, in 1872, to the daughter of Mr. Thomas William Ramsden, who 
died a few months ago. 





MR, WILLIAM BENNETT FREELAND. 


Mr. William Bennett Freeland, solicitor (of the firm of Freeland & 
Bellingham), died at Saffron Walden, on the 28th ult., at the age of 
seventy-four. Mr. Freeland was born in 1812. He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1836, and he had practised for nearly half a century at Saffron 
Walden, where he had an extensive and important business. A few years 
after his admission he was ted town clerk, clerk of the peace, and 
m Walden, and apne those offices oa 
forty-three years, but two or three years e was succeeded 

- A ‘ham. Ms Freeland was also to 
the Commissioners of Taxes for the Freshwell Division of the county of 
Essex, and a perpetual commissioner for Essex and Cambridgeshire. 








NEW LEGAL M.P.’S. 


Memnsrs whose names are printed in italics were members of the House 
of Commons at the date of the dissolution. 


ENGLAND AND WALES. 
BarRIsTERs. 


Berksuike, East—Sir Russell, Bart. C 

CamBriIpDGBSHIRB, North—John Rigby, Q.C. L 

CARMARTHENSHIRE, East—David P L 

Cornwat, North-East—Charles Augustus Vansittart Conybeare. L 

DagnBIGHSHIRE, ane Hon. George Osborne ‘. Qo L 
West—William Cornwallis West. 


Drvonsume, peramagie- Cove Pitt Lewis, V.C. L 
Torquay—Lewis M’Iver. L 


” 

Donrsstsuig, North—Hon. Edward. Portman. L 
Dvuruam, South-West— peony tae Jones. L 
Esszx, Romford—John W. Qc L 

»  South-East—William Thomas Makins. © 
Gtamorcansuine, South—Arthur John Williams. L 
Gtovcrstgersuire, South—Faward Stafford Howard. L 
Hamrsutre, New Forest— Francis Compton. C 
Kant, St. Augustine’s—Areius Akers Douglas. C 
Larcrsrarsutr8, Mid—Jabes Edward Johnson Ferguson L 
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LixcotnsutrE—Right Hon. Edward Stanhope. C 
Muptesex, Harrow—-William Ambrose, Q.C. C 
” Tottenham—Joseph Howard. C 
Moxmovtusuine, North—Thomas Phillips Price. L 
West—Cornelius Marsha]l Warmington, Q.C. L 
Montcomerysutre—Stuart Rendel. L 
Norroix, Mid—R. 7. Gurdon. L 
NortTHamprTonsuire—Francis Alston Channing. L 
Oxrorpsuire, Mid—Francis William Maclean. L 
Surorsurre, South—Robert Jasper More. L 
Srarrorpsuire, Kingswinford— Alexander Staveley Hill, D.C.L., Q.C. C 
Yorxsuire— West Riding, Otley—Sir Andrew Fairbairn. L 


So.icrrors. 


PEMBROKESHIRE— William Davies. L 
Warwicksnirz, South-East—Henry Peyton Cobb. L 


SCOTLAND. 
BARRISTERS AND ADVOCATES. 
BerwicksHirE—Hon. Edward Marjoribanks. L 


Firesuire—John Boyd Kinnear. 
LaNARKSHIRE, Partick—Alexander Craig Sellar. L 


Soicrrors. 
Ayrsuikg, South—Eugene Wason. L 
INVERNESSS-HIRE—Charles Fraser Macintosh. L 


IRELAND. 

BakRIsTERS. 
Antrim, South—John William Ellison Macartney. C 
Downsuirz, North—Thomas Waring. 
Krrpare, North— Edward Mulhollen Marum. H R 
Kiixenny, North—Joseph Lawrence Carew. H R 
Monacuan, South—Sir Joseph Neale M-Kenna. HR 
Roscommon, South—Andrew Commins, LL.D. HR 


QugEN’s County, Ossory—Arthur O'Connor. HR 
Sorrcrrors. 

Corx—Maurice Healy. HR 

Dowzcat, West—Patrick O’Hea. HR 

Downsuikrez, South—John Francis Small. HR 


Kuixenny, South—Patrick Allen Chance. HR 
Trxonxz, West—William James Reynolds. HR 





LEGAL NEWS. 


Referring to the charge against Mr. Nehemiah Learoyd at Bow-street 
on Tuesday, the 8th inst., we are desired to say that the defendant is not, 
and never has been, a member of the firm of Learoyd & James, solicitors, 
1 and 2, Poultry, E.C. 


At Bow-street, on Tuesday, Mr. Nehemiah Learoyd, solicitor, who 
was summoned to answer a charge of forging two affidavits, did not 
attend, and Mr. Batchelor, on behalf of the Treasury, asked that a 
warrant shoulda be granted for his apprehension. Mr. George Lewis said 
that on a previous occasion he had been instructed by Mr. Learoyd, 
whom he had known for some years, to apply for a postponement of the case 
on the grounds of ill-health. After the last adjournment he (Mr. Lewis) had 
considered it his duty to communicate with the prosecution, and sug- 
gested the course they should adopt in this matter. In consequence 
certain precautions were taken, but Mr. Learoyd had not appeared, and 
he (Mr. Lewis) could not oppose the application. Warrant issued. 


The following are the circuits chosen by the judges of the Queen’s 
Bench Division for the ensuing Winter Assizes, which are expected to 
commence about the llth of January next—viz., Western Circuit, Mr. 
Justice Grove and Mr. Justice Stephen; North Wales Circuit, Mr. Baron 
Pollock; South Wales Circuit, Lord Chief Justice Coleridge; Oxford 
Circuit, Mr. Baron Huddleston and Mr. Justice Wills; Midland Circuit, 
Mr. Justice Manisty and Mr. Justice Mathew; South-Eastern Circuit, 
Mr. Justice Hawkins; North-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice Cave and Mr. 
Justice A. L. Smith; and Northern Circuit, Mr. Justice Day and the 
new judge to be appointed. Mr. Justice Denman and Mr. Justice Field 
will remain in town. 


A writer in the New York Evening Telegram says that some years ago a 
man called Aleup “‘ was tried in Webster County on the charge of murder 
in the second degree before a judge named Heckert, and a jury. The jury 
returned a verdict of guilty of manslaughter in the third degree. When 
the jury had retired, the judge, in a trembling voice, said: ‘ Mr. Sheriff, 
have the prisover stand up until sentence is passed upon him.’ After 
Alsup stood up, his Honour continued: ‘Have you anything to say why 
sentence should not be passed upon you?’ ‘Only this, judge,’ said the 
setae coolly, ‘if you sentence me I will cut your heart out.’ His 

took out his handkerchief, blew his nose, looked at the ceiling, 
and then turning to the sheriff, said: ‘Mr. Sheriff, this man is a very bad 


egg; I guess you had better turn him loose’; and Aleup walked out a 
free man.” 


the Marylebone Police-court, on Wednesday, Albert William 
Kentish Town, was summoned, at the 


Stephens, of 75, Yalkland-road, 








instance of the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom, for, on 
July 27, wilfully and falsely pretending to be a solicitcr. Mp. 
Humphreys prosecuted. From the o g statement and the evidence it 
appeared that on the date mentioned the defendant wrote a letter toa 
Me Pyle, of Rose-villa, Harlesden, to the effect that he was instructed 
by Mr. Plant, of Hornsey, to apply to him for the payment of £3 9s. 74, 
and that unless that amount and 5s. expenses be paid to him by a certain 
date he should proceed to recover the same. Mr. Pyle sent the letter to 
Messrs. Gregor & Buckley, of Great Winchester-street, his solicitors, 
who having made inquiries, found that the defendant was not a solicitor, 
and oheaal the matter in the hands of the Incorporated Law Society, 
The present proceedings were then begun. A second letter of a similar 
character was received from the defendantin August. The defendant now 

leaded ‘‘ Guilty ” to the offence, and said that he was only a debt col. 
ector, and if he had acted as a solicitor and had infringed the law it had 
been done unwittingly, and he was sorry for it. Mr. de Rutzen observed 
that if the defendant had indicated in his letter that he was a debt 
collector, no harm would have been done. The sooner persons were 
made aware that letters such as the defendant had sent could not 
be allowed, the better it would be. He fined the defendant £10 with 2s, 
costs, and, in default of distress, one month’s imprisonment. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Date. Aavqgs Goons —, Gowe V. C. Bacon. Mr. hee 
Mon., Dec. 14 Mr. Koe Mr. Lavie Mr. King Mr. Jackson 
Tuesday ... 15 owes Pugh Farrer Carrington 
Wed.......... i Lavie King Jackson 
Thursday.. 17 Jackson Pugh Farrer Carrington 
Friday ...... 18 Pugh Lavie King Jackson 
Saturday .. 19 Lavie Pugh Farrer Carrington 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
CHITTY. NorrTuH. PEARSON, 
Mr. Beal Mr. Pemberton Mr. Clowes 
Leach Ward Koe 
Beal Pemberton Clowes 
Leach Ward Koe 
Beal Pemberton Clowes 
Leach Ward Koe 











COMPANIES 


WINDING-OP NOTICES. 
Jornt Stock COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

ALLTAMI COLLIERY Company, LuwiTeD.—Petition for winding up, presented Dec 
1, directed to be heard before Chitty, J.,on Dec12. Blaxland, Queen Victoria 
st, solicitor for the petitioner 

HAMPTON COURT Launpky Company, LimITeED.—By an order made by 
Chitty, J., dated Nov 21,'it was ordered that the company be wound up. White, 


New inn, solicitor for the petitioner at 
MASONIC AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE COMPANY, LiIMITED.—Petition for wind- 


ing up, presented Dec 3, directed to be heard before Pearson, J., on Saturday, 
Dec 12. Angier, Chancery lane, solicitor for the petitioner 
Sout Evrore Minne Company, Limireo.—Creditors are required, on or before 
Jan 22, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to James Cooper, 3, Coleman st bldgs. Friday, Jan 29 at 12, is appointed 
tor hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims ‘Ganstte, Deo. 4.) 
razette, eC, 4 


Gop Hits Migs, LiurrED.—By an order made by Bacon, V.C., dated Nov 2, 
it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the mines be continued. Snell 
and Co, George st, Mansion House, petitioners 

Great Eastern SYNpICcATE, LiuiTeD.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 
6, to send their names and addresses, anf the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to John Edey, 10, St Swithin’s lane. Monday, Jan 18 at 12, is appointed 
for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

IMPERIAL GALVANIZED Inon CoMPANY, LimITED.—Pearson, J., has, by an order 
dated Nov 18, appointed George Bytheway, Walsall, to be official liquidator. 
Creditors are required, on or before Jan 9, to send their names and addresses , 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above. Thursday, Jan 21 at 
1, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating on the claims 

Liston BERLYN (TRANSVAAL) GOLDFIELDS, LimiTED.— By an order made by 
Bacon, V.C., dated Oct 31, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the 

oldfields be continued. Indermaur and Brown, Chancery Jane, agents for 
vis, Birmingham, solicito: for the petitioner : 

LONLON AND PROVINCIAL Gints’ BoarpinG ScHoon Company, LimiTED.—Petition 
for winding up, presented Dec 5, directed to be heard before Pearson, J., on 
Dec 19. Beh » Bucklersbury, solicitor tor the petitioner 

NxunoGexe Company, Limirep.—By an order made by Pearson, J., dated Nov 
28, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Law and Worssam, Holborn 
_anet, agents for Buckby and Marshall, Leicester, solicitors for the peti- 

oner 

Rosuenvitite Hore. Company, Limitep.—By an order made by Kay J., dated 
Nov 2, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Chinery and Co, Bra- 
bant ct, solicitors for the petitioners 

Uniow Loan anv Discount Company, LimiTED,—Pearson, J., has, by an order 
dated Nov 20, appointed John Sutherland Harmood Banner, Liverpool, to be 
official liquidator 

Weer Bromwicn Cortimeny Company, Limirep.—By an order made oy Bacon: 


V.C., dated Nov 2%, it was ordered that the company be wound up. ybinson 
and Dees, New inn, agents for Shakespeare, Oldbury, anes nd be pgtistone 
asette, Dec, 8. 





cham 
debts and ¢ 


WER OF 
FyMnool Ro 


"a Evans 
JOHNSON, 
son, Ka. 
Swany, I 
J. Fisl 











386, 


a 
y for, on 
T. Mr 
idence it 
tter to g 
structed 
} Os. 7d., 
a certain 
letter to 
licitors, 
Soe 
ocie 
ant now 
ebt col. 
it had 
bserved 
a debt 
lS Were 
ld not 
ith 2s, 





Dec. 12, 1885, 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 115 








——— 





UNLIMITED IN CHANCER 
LL PoRT AND CHANNEL Dock COMPANY. Shitty, J., has fixed Dees a * 11, 
at his chambers, Royal Courts, for the appointment of an official li 
‘Gasca Dee Dee. 4.) 


CoUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

NoIsELEsS TYRE CoMPANY, LuurreD.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 4, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to James Eckersley, 64, Cross st, Manchester. Thursday, Jan 14 at 12, at the 
chambers of the Registrar, is appvinted for hearing and adjudicating upop the 


ts and claims 
a { Gazette, Dec. 8.} 
RIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED 


FLOWER OF THE HILL — Loyal Order of “Alfreds, Merthyr Unity, Board 
TNool Room, Varteg, Monmouth. Nov 30 
[ Gazette, Dec. 4.) 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
RTHELL, CHRISTOPHER, Maffeking, Bechuanaland, South Africa. March 25, 
aR athell Bethell, ag. S- Bainton, Beverley, York 
FINLAY, Ware at LATHER, Leyton, Essex, Gent. Dec|si. Finlay v Clarke, 
tt e rbica' 
= OHN, Allonby, Cumberland, Farmer. Dec 31. Saul v Saul, Chitty, J. 
Hayton, Cockermouth 


Dec. 1. 
MAINPRIZE, VICKERMAN, Flamborough, York, Gent. Jan 6. ee Pi. 
rize, Chitty, J. Cooper, Bridlington 
ELLERS, CHARLOTTE z, hy ewton, Derby. Dec 31. Chambers v Smith, 
Pearson, J. Parsons, Mansfiel 
Newman, Many, Salhouse, Norfolk. Jan 1, Clark v Newman, Chitty, J. Havers, 
Norwic 
ScouNcK, SUSANNA CATHERINA DOROTHEA, Gromibe ‘8, near Manchester. Jan 4, 
Gallenga v Schunck, Chitty, J. Darbishire, M s 
STANIAR, JOHN, Manchester, "Wire Worker. Yan ti. Teens Haigh and Staniar 
y Evans, Pearson, J. Orford, Manchester 
Gasette, Dec. 4.} 


JoHNSON, JOHN, Loftus in Cleveland, York, Farmer. Jan 5. Johnson v John- 
son, Kay, Jackson and Jackson, Loftus in Cleveland 
SWANN, DAvip, Balne, Snaith, York, Farmer. Dec 3i. Clark v Swann, Pearson, 
J. Fisher, Doncaster 
(Gazette, Dec. 8.] 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 36. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


ACKROYD, JANE ExizanetTu, Halifax. Janii. Boocock, Halifax 
AckroypD, Lavinia, Halifax. Jan11. Boocock, Halifax 
, JAMES, Cheapside, Straw Hat Warehouseman. Jan 25. Smith and Co, 
Bread is Cheapside 
BarGE, Rev THomas, St Patrick’s Church, Soho sq, Clerk. Jan 1. Arnoli and 
Co, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
BEARE, Mary, Thorpe. Norwich. Dec 29. Copeman and Ladell, Norwich 
CARDWELL, Francis, Wakefield, York, Gent. Jan 15. Mander, Wakefield 
CHIRNSIDE, PETER, Newham, North umberland, Farmer. Jani. Sanderson and 
Weatherhead, Berwick upon Tweed 
CLovGH, CHARLES JAMES, Graham’s Town, Cape of Good Hope, Shopkeeper. 
March 31. Wells and Hind, Nottingham 
CoaTEs, RICHARD, Cuckfield, d, Sussex, Ge Gent. Dec 15. Lamb and Evett, b Betohton 
AM THOMAS, North Malvern, Worcester. Jan 1. and 
Beauchamp, Worcester 
DEAN, RICHARD RYDER, Gloucester place, Portman sq, Barrister at Law. Dec 
%. ‘Still and Son. New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
GuEst, EDwarD BrirpD, Broadwas, Worcester, Gent. Dec 31. Knott, Wor- 


cester 
bg mee Isaac, Leake, Hurns End, Lincoln, Farmer. Dec 3. Rice and Co, 
oston 
HartLey, STEPHEN away, Broughton in Furness, Yeoman. Dec 24. Butler, 


SCORE RSOR in 
‘AMES, WILLIAM P’ WELL, Hamilton Sapiene, Grove End rd, Esq, M.A. Jan 
21. Schultz and cn South sq, Gray’s inn 
a JOHN JAMES, West Croydon, Surrey, Gent. Jan 31. Darvill and Co, 
indsor 
isu, Epwanp, Eastbourne, Sussex, Retired Tradesman. Jan 31. Scott, 
ing 
Mackiz, RopERT Bownas, Wakefield, Esq. Jan15. Mander, Wakefield 
aaron, Hvueu, Liangonoyd, Glamorgan, Colliery Manager. Dec 24. Lee and 
ng, 
MURLEISSN-ABNOLD, Mart, Saint Just, nr Penzance. March 1. Ravenscroft 
and Co, John st, Bedford row 
PARMETER, FRANCIS, Reepham, Norfolk, Gent. Jan 31. Bircham and Co, 
Parliament st, Westminster 
= , Ronerr, West Brighton, Sussex, Esq. Dec 15. Clarke and Howlett, 
C3 
PorTER, JOHN, Whitewell, nr Clitheroe, Farmer. Dec 28, Clarke, Preston 
Roabs, Ricuakn ALEXANDER, Roman rd, Caledonian rd, Horse Dealer, Jan 11. 
Great James st, Bedford row 
SuLtAn, ‘THOMAS, Bagshot, Surrey, Merchant. Dec 381. Murray and Co, 
ne 
THORNTON, RicwarpD, Sydenham Hill, Surrey, Esq. Dec 31. Bowerman, Gray’s 


n aq 
TickHURrstT, JAmEs, Brighton, Builder. Jan7, Freeman-Gell and Co, -  —-- 
WHITESIDE, WILLIAM OWEN, Thurloe pl, South Kensington, Esq. $1. 
Wickings and Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
Wigan, HENRY, reer. Edmonton, Hop Merchant. Jan 31. Maples and Co, 
Frederick’s pl, Old Jew 
WILL1AMs, THOMAS, Chantry rd, Stockwell, Oiland Colourman, Jan15. Prior 
and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
tte, Nov. 27.) 


ABRAM, GrorGE, Middle ‘Temple Jane, Law Stationer. Deo" Chamberlayne 
and Beaumont, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Amun, Many ANN, Belsize orsnt, Hampstead. Deo 81. Chamberlayne and 

mon 

Brown, Frederick, Liverpool. Gent. Deo 27. Cross, Liverpool 

Car, WALTER, Connaught st, Hyde pk. Jani. Saxton and songen 

Carr, WILLIAM, Bovingdon, nr Hemel Hempstead, Herts, Gent. Jani, Saxton 
and Morgan, Somerset st, Portman sq 

Cookn, BENJAMIN, Albert rd, Battersea. Builder, Jani. Tibbits and Son, Field 

sinn 
Donson, WILLIAM, Bownees, Westmoreland, Doo 31, Dobson, Kendal 
Dravpie, HARRY EVELYN, Sheflicld, Deodi, Taylor, Norfolk row, Sheffield, 


I)RABBLE, ROBERT CHARLES, Sheffield, Dentist. Dec31. Taylor, Norfolk row, 

guhettield. aon, Wit Oxford, t. Janis. Wi Witney 
ABD: ney, Gent. bw 

Hees, = THOMAS, Crompton Lancaster, Gent. Jan Standring and Taylor, 


Hopoximeoy, Harry, Manchester. Merchant. Dec 31. Addleshaw and War- 


burton, 
PEIN! a spams. Oonietioe, Putas, Dec 31. Bendall, Newmarket 
. JOuM, Bo TON, Manchester, Timber Merchant. Jan9. Sutton and 


E i ny 
MogpuoAl, CHARLOTTE, Cambridge. Deo 19. Lyon, Cambridge 
— r Uppe i dslington, Licensed Victualler. Dec. 22. John- 


Ropresees, JOSEPH, Chaberfeld, Gent. Dec 26. Gratton and Marsden, 
me. WittiaM WHICHER, Nottingham, Gent. Jan 1. Burton and Eking, 


ti 
STEPHEN, J. H , Cashier. Jani. Ward, 
WEBS. Jour, Ei oly Peo Sato Des Dec 31. Johnson and Master, Theo! ’srd, 
tie [ Gazette, Dec. 1.] 





SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Dec. 15.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, FaRMER, & BRIDGEWATER, at the Mart, 
at 2 p.m., Reversions (see advertisement, Dec. 5, p. 102). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


THS. 
Hatu.—Nov. 26, at 25, Bonaccord- , Aberdeen, the wife of Harvey Hall, 
advocate, of a son. 


MoNTGOMERIE.—Nov. 26, at 1, Cromwell-place, 8.W., the wife of F. Montgomerie, 
barrister-at-law, of a son. DEATHS. 


Duavson.—Nov. 23, at Ciifton Bank, Ilkley, Henry Dawson, of Leeds and Ilkley, 


licitor, La ty 
ay = ov. 28, at Goliven Walden, bys Bennett Freeland, thirty-four 
ears town clerk of Saffron den, 
RAmMoNDr. —Dec. 1, at 51 Sa, South Kensington, Willoughby 
Raimondi, ee = 
Ratpu.—Dec ‘epmee R. K. ‘Ralph, M.A., Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, Lifton 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Frmay, Dec. 4, 1885. 
Hamilton, C H, Canterbury, Captain. Nov 30 
TveEspaY, Dec. 8, 1885. 
White, John Thomas Porter Baxter, Luton, Bedford. Dec 4 
THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 
Frmay, Dec. 4, 1885. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Abbett, Gornga, Bettinghans, Gage Deees. Nottingham. Pet Dect. Ord Dec 


Exam Dec 15 
Mt, 4, umberland, vision Store Dealer. New- 
Andersen, Lars, Dec 2. Ord Dec2. Exam Dec 15 
Barnard, Alfred ’s Arms Solicitor. High Court. Pet Sept 29. 


Benjamin, a Prisoner for Debt in Holloway 
auth tas Ord Nov 30. or Debt in Holloway Gast, Oxb Driver. 


Burton on Trent, Staffordshire, Wheelwright. Burton 
upon Trent. Pet Nov 14. Ord Nov 35. Exam Dec 23 at 1.30 
Bruff, Edmund Themes, Chancery iene, Coheter. Court. Pet Nov 21. 
Ord Nov 30. Panes es 9 98 ti 6) 06, Tenses 
Buee com ne an, Bastwood, © Nottinghamshire, vit Derby. Pet Nov 2. 
Opgincti j Jolin, Hxeter, Too Cream Vendor. Exeter. Pet Dec 2. Oni Deo 2. 

an 4 a 

Chapman, Walter William, Standon, Hertfordshire, Farmer. Hertford. Pet Dec 


1. Ord Dee 2. ~~ - ~~ 
eT Ord Dee 2. ey 1 oe “ men 
Ogee. Gocnge Sopa, 3 Draper. Scarborough. Pet Deo 1. 
j ‘ington, nr Ripon, Farmer, Northallerton. Pet Nov 90. 


. or 
Ord Nov 30, ty ry Dee 21 at 11.90 at Court N 
Coansion, Wigtean Resay, Svignten, Builder. ton. Pet Nov 3. Ord Nov 


Tailor. Bradford. Pet Nov19. Ord Dect, Exam 
OBaam Des ieat 1 asses Bolton. Pet Nov. Ord Nov 2. 


Gaskin, William, K Publican. Norwich. Pet Nov 2. Oni Dee 
1, ey my TY Norwich Castle 
Coe Craddock, 


Caster, Fletton, pumipoteashinn, ° 
Ord Deo 1 
ror Norm. Cheshire. Hat Manufacturer. Ashton under 


Hop 
Lyne Stalybridge. a i . Exam Deo 10 
. a cree Fond By Canterbury. Pet Deo 1. Ord 


Exam 
Mellor, John, U' Sretordahive, Travelling China Dealer. Burton upon 
watents Ret Nov 9, “Ont N Ord Nov 90. ig bE aie 
Manufacturer. 
N Pet Deod, Ord Dee Onl Dest. Beam 
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Penny, Edward Charles James, Pitminster, 
— Pet Nov 30. Ord Nov 3. Exam 


Somersetshire, ter. 
Dec 23 at 3, at aes: 
Phipps, Robert Joseph, and George Thomas Phi St George ire, 
Contractors. Bristol. Pet Dec 2. Ord Dec 2. Ex xam Dec 2 2 a 12, SY 
Poo! William, Grays Saree S Essex, Tem ce - rereenad Manufacturer. 
Sekine Fes Pet Nov “4 Ord Dec 1. Exam Dec if at 
Thomas, New E Hedges, nr ‘teete Blackemith. Pembroke Dock. Pet 


Prickett, 
Nov 30. Ord Nov 30. Exam Dec 11 at 11.30 
Richmond, John, and oes Ewen, Nottingham, Plumbers. Nottingham. 


Dec i. Ord Dec 1 15 
i bergele, GN, Innkeeper. Rangor. Pet 

1. Exam Jan 11 at 12.30 
Ord Dee 2. 


Rolfe, James, Boston, Lincolnshire, Baker. Boston. Pet Nov 18. 
Exam Jan 7 at 2 
Sellers, James, jun, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Fish Buyer. Great Yarmouth. Pet 
weg 30. Ord Nov 30. Boome Das 14 at 2.90, at To wage, ae Som 
» . t 
aa, Sheume. ig, Boot Eastbourne cklayer. wes an urne Dee 1. 
Warren, William. Weston sw Mare, Temperance Hotel Proprietor. Bridg- 
water. Pet Nov 30. Ord Nov 30. Exam Dec 16 at 11 
i ry ae ‘Wootton, Dairyman. Wells. Pet Dec 2. Ord Dec 2. 
an 19 at1 
Wilkinson, Joseph, Birstal, Yorks. Blacksmith. Dewsbu: Pet Nov 30. 
ot i sate Ship Build rons fi . ee N en 
) er. efie! t N 
A sting ley, 'e ov 30. 
Wornell, John, Bact Stone Merchant. High Court. Pet Nov 30. Ord Nov 30. 
Wi a William H <n ee ion Beis Ni Ramsgate, Wheelwrigh 
Taig! enry, and Arthur ies Nairne, te ts. 
Canterbury. Pet Dec1. Ord Deci. Exam Dec 18 : 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
Lambert, Thomas Eyre, Galway, Ireland, Captain in 38th Regiment. High © 
Receiving Ord Mar7. Rescis Nov 28 . ee 


First MEETINGS. 
Anderson. Lars, North Shields, Provision Dealer. Dec 16 at ii. Official Re- 


Tyne 
William Bamford, Milnsbrid nr Huddersfield, 
. Official Receiver, New st, Tudderstield 

. Middlesborough, Boot Dealer. Dec 15 at 11.45. Queen’s 


Butler, Patrick, Wells st, Cavendish sq, Physician. Dee ilat2. 33, Carey st, 
Dee 16 at 10. Official Receiver, 13, 


Casinelli, John, "Exeter, Ice Cream Vendor. 
posers circus, ny 

William Thomas, La: pone, We Warwickshire, Licensed Victualler. Dec 14 
irming! 


at 11. ee Receiver, 


Cole, Legeets, Gt. oy General Shop Keeper. Dec 14 at 2.15. 
L. ‘Blake’ Sou ear: Gt. Yarmouth 
Cordukes, John, Kir! ington, nr Ripon, Farmer. Dec 14 at 3.30. Strickland’s 


Railwa: = © Thirsk Junction 
Cowap, = ing ton, nr Sandbach, Cheshire, Grocer. Dec 15at12. Official Re- 
ceiver, 23, me, 


—— st, Macclesfield D R Ciena 
ec 11 at 12. cial Receiver, 
39, By st, anprights = 


a Brighton, Builder. 
Dovenor, Covistecher, Minskip, Yorks, Farmer. Dec 14 at 3. Strickland’s Rail- 
way Hotel, Thirsk Junction 
Drayson, John, and Thomas — ke Drayson, Elmstone, Kent, Farmers. Dec 11 
at 10. 32, St. George's st, Canter 
ae: <suee pers: Yeovil, Pianoforte Manufacturer. Dec 11 at 1.15. Offi- 


er. Salisbu: 
Dyson, Soar, f Huddersfield, Tailor. Dec 14 at 11. Official Receiver, : 
row, Bradford. 


Afaur, Crewe, Cheshire, Grocer. Dec 15 at 10.30. 152, Hospital st, Nant- 

Fletcher, William Burman, Kingston m Hull, Provision Dealer. Dec 11 at 2. 

Hull Incorporated Law Society, Lincoln’ s inn blidgs. Nee gg Le? e, Hull 
Ford, Edwin Charles, Newent, Gloucestershire, F' at 4.30. 

Feathers’ Hotel. Ledbury 
Forshaw, William, Liverpool, out of business. Dec 15 at 8. Official Receiver, 

35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Thomas, 16, Wood st, Bolton 


Garratt, Bury, Lancashire, Grocer. Dec 14 at 8. 

Gooch, ‘Arthur Brooks, 4 st, Southwark. ease . Dec 14 at 12. 
sinn fi 
Dec 17 at 11. Official Receiver, 


Tidlebeensk,, © awh 

i oD r. 

Albert ddlesboroug 

Grifith, Robert, Carnarvon. Draper’s Clerk. Dec 12 at 12. Official Receiver, 
, Charles Wilson, Blackpool, Lancashire, Cotton Spinner. Dec 15 at 3. 

County Court, Wine: st, Preston 
Hill, , El , Huntingdonshire, Corn Merchant. Dec 18 at 12. 
Cheshire, Hat Manufacturer. Dec 14 at 2. 


Gee 
cial ver, Townhall chbrs, Ashton under Lyne 
Henry Francis. Official Re- 


Landport, Hants, Butcher. Dec 12 at 11. 


, Manor 


ceiver, 166, Queen Portaea 
ensen, Kasmus, and —_ Sookes, Grays, Essex, Grocers. Dec 12 at 11.30. 
Messrs. Nick: Nickiuson, 51, 2 chancery lane 


inson, 
, Walter, Bouthtora Mill, Isle of Wight, Miller. Dec 12 at 1.30. 
Official iver, Newport, Isle of W: 
= —. Uttoxeter, Staffordshire, Dealer. Deci4at 2. White Hart 
Merritt, bien James, High st, Shoreditch, Builder. Dec 11 at 12, Bankruptcy 

Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
we Le 2 Blackburn, Grocer. Dec 14 at 2.30. White Bull, Church 

, Edward Charles James, Pitminster, Somersetshire, Carpenter. Dec 12 at 

10. Official ge 9, Middle st. Taunton 

my William, Gra: drays $ Thurrock, Essex, Temperance Beverage Manufacturer. 

15 at 11.20. “ial Receiver, Eastgate, eheste 

iam, Pensarn, nr Abergele, Denbighshire, Innkeeper. Dec 15 at 

3.20. Railway Tavern, Pensarn, A 
mus, John Lowestoft, Su’ Grocer. Dec 11 at 1. Auction Mart, 
okenhouse yard, London 

rs Rees oe Fete, Tes Desier. Dec 14at11. Official Receiver, 


cliers, James, —_ Lowest Suffolk, Fish Buyer. Dec 14 at 1. L. Blake, 
sities aie Pacansn, Whitechipel 8, Confectioner. Deo ii at 1. 9, Carey 





stl 


errcct wockge, Weston on super Mare, Confectioner, Dec 16 at 11.30. York 
eston super M. 
Auction Mart, 


Gloucestershire, Clerk Orders. 
raze, Begin County Come Chanson, = ey 


—. tobert Hierons Cromer, Norfolk, Grocer. Dec 11 at 12, 


Walker, David, Washing’ shoronaly Ednosinshive, Farmer. Dec 14 at 12. Officis 
Receiver. eceiver. §.5¢ Ber Benedict's sq, - 
i “ee Stockton on Tees, Currier. Dec 15 at 11. Queen’s Hotel 

Witt, James Joseph, and Ann wit, real st Linco de Greengrocers, 

il at 11. Lee age go y = eis De 
Francis, nye, Welker, Curd ders. Dec 15 at 11.30. Official 


Wray, 

Tay. ree 

The f Ah. a. amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 1. 


Wood, 
109, Victoria st, Wes 
ADJUDICATIONE. 

a ~ ¥en Charles, Bradford, out of business. Bradford. Pet Nov ir, 
Benet. William Thomas, Birmingham, Builder. Birmingham. Pet Nov 
Nov 30 

Bostock, John Derby, Machinist. Derby. Pet Nov 38. Ord Dect 
Brad berry, Joseph, rituddleston rd, Tuffnell pk, Bio Anand High Court, 
a Nov 25. Ord Dec 
t ~\pe , bndy Chancery lane, Solicitor. High Court. Pet Novg2i, 


Eastwood, Notts, Spopheeper, Derby. xe Ne Ord Nov% 
Casinelli, — Exeter, Ice Cream Vendor. Exeter. Dec 
7 r. Edward Quilter, Easthorpe, Essex, Farmer. Col Eebonter. Pet Oct 23, 
poriNe Zohn, Kirklington, nr Ripon, Farmer. Northallerton. Pet Nov 30, 
Ord Nov 
ards, Alfred, Dudley, Worcestershire, Grocer. Dudley. Ord Sept15. Om 


Pete cag Nottingham, York, out of business. York. Pet Nov 18. OM 


Goldstein, Mo: Cheapside, Jeweller. ee. High Gon Court. Pet Nov 13. Ord Nov% 
G , Thomas, Smethwick, Staffo: Oldbury. Pet Nov 2, Ont 


Higuecg. John, Lea Cross, Salop, Surgeon. Shrewsbury. Pet Nev 19. Ord 


Haectt, » Beers William, Commercial rd, Peckham, Firewood Merchant. High 
e+ Pet Oct 24. Ord Nov 30 

Jenkins, William, sen, Wolverhampton, Wheelwright’s Foreman. Wolvex 
Caetee. Pet Nov 26. Ord 

Levers, William Richard, [keston, Derbyshire, Boot Dealer. Derby. Pet 

ov2. Ord Dec 1 
Moog Andrew, St Leonard’s rd, Bromley by Bow, Doctor of Medicine. High 
Pet Nov 28. Ord Dec 
Perry. James, Stourbridge, Worcestershire, Grocer. Stourbridge. Pet Nov? 


2 
Pink, Priscilla, Bristol, Schoolmistress. Bristol. Pet Novié. Ord Dec? 
aoe, Thomas, Leek, Staffordshire, Solicitor. Macclesfield. Pet Nov" 7. Ord 


1 
Rese, Faenein, Tavistock, Devon, Builder. East Stonehouse. Pet Novi7. Ord 
a. Henry, Coventry, Watch Manufacturer. Coventry. Pet Nov13. Ord 
ec 2 
Thomas, John Trotter, Cheltenham, Colliery Owner. Cheltenham. Pet Aug 10. 


Ord Dec 2 
‘een Thomas, Stockton on Tees, Currier. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
borough. Pet Ne Nov 13. Ord Dec 2 
ow. ge <4 William, Meadhcehe, Yorks, Tailor and Clothier. Halifax. 
et Nov 1 


Ord Dec 1 
Worth, George, Broad st bldgs, Printer. High Court. Pet Oct 23. Ord Nov % 


TUESDAY, Dec. 8, 1885. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Armitage, Cedric, ‘at Cour Boot Dealer. pavervos 1. Pet Dec 4. Ord Dee 4, 
17 at 12 at rt art hse, Finer aed nt bldge, Vic eter st, Ley te 
ae a. end Seen > Norwi ich. et hee Ord 


Exam a an 13 o 12 ao Shireha Seen Castle 





Bowman. Will Liverpool, Chemist. Liv Pet Sept 19. Ord Dee 8, 
—, Dec van at ‘Court house Governaent bid Victo = ae De 
wo egw By yy?) pe ’ 
i 5 William, 5 Swindon, Fancy Warehouseman. Swindon. Pet Dee1. 

Dec 1. Exam Jan 13 at 
Faulds, James re. Park Exam Jan St. James, Club Proprietor High Court. 
adap F Rts on 06 by oy 34, Lincoln's ton Bets 
a = Ceehnee, eur Go Court. Pet Oct 2. 
Ginster, ‘Mathine J yan af 11480, Ln a's Artificial 
en! 
eae en facture Walsall, Pet Oct 8. Ord | Ord Dec 2. Exam Dec @i at 2 
bins Peter’s sq, rsmith, Gent. 
Goodwin, Tuewell Rabi earn Jon seaiiatee L Lincoln's inn fields 
Harlow, Percy Jonathan 8 Cheltenham, out of business. Chel 
Pet Dec Ord Dec 4. Exam Jan 1 at 12 


, Manchester, Calico Printer. Blackburn. Pet Dec4. Ord Dec 4. 
22 at 11.30 
Hest, Vernon, Piccadilly, Pho empher. Pg Court. Pet Mar 17. Ord Dec 
Hobday, a Lame Lineal ina Lincolnshire, Fishing Vessel Owner 
w Clee, 
Great ¢ Grimbeby. Pet Dec?. Ord Dec 2. Exam Dee 17 at 11 at Townhall, 


Great Grimsby 
Southampton bldgs, Chancery lane, Hotol Proprietor, h 
Holey Bp Box i. Ord eet’ Seaon Jan 22 at 11 at 34, Prt rae 
elds 
Hutchinson sce. Stediten on Ta ——_ - tore on Tees and Middies- 
Dec 5. we Dee a 
vid, Everton, tive Liverpool. P Dec 4, Ord Dec 4. 
Sones, Das Dec i 17 at 12 ‘at Court rt _ use, e Sovermmneut nmnout brags, Victoria a st, yy oy 
Keats, Frederick George, Southampton, 4 
Ord Dec 4. Exam Dec 18 at 12 
King. Bicherd Rechab, Burton oi Trent, Setaanin, Clothier. Burton on 


Pet 8. Ord Dec 4. Dec 28 at 1 
Bg Jobn by ye Sheffield, Draper. Sheffield. Pet Dec 5. Ord Dec 6. 
Exam Jan7 at 11. 
ms ae Hove, Sussex, Boarding House Keeper. Brighton. Pet Dec 
5. Exam a 
Msotimere : “Charles, Exeter, Oil Merchant, Exeter. Pet Dec 6. Ord Dec 5. 
14 at 11 
ay Yat, Horace, F y+ pemeae yd, Stockbroker. High Court, Pet Nov 9%. 


Ord Nov 27. Exam J 
Iholland, W. J. South “st, Dorking, Boot Maker. Croydon. Pet Nov if. 


Mulh 
’ 

Ord Nov 21. 3 scler, Carmarthenshire, Farmer. Carmarthen. Pet Dees. 

"Gchio, Lancnehive, Plasterer. prathiggere’ Pet Dec 2. Ord Dec 2. 





SET ne eran field 





Owles, fe. , fateh Court. PetDéc 8, Ord 
e tH at 11, 


William, Brockley, a. Ironmonger. Deo llat 3. Official Receiver, 











Ft ea @ & 
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Charles Thomas, Bristol, Clerk. Bristol. Pet Dec3. Ord Dec 3. Bxam 


Bead, | Charles Allen, Forrest terr, Greenhithe. High Court. Pet Nov17. Ord 
Exam Jan 28 at 11, at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 

suerte te, Joseph Bemael, Birkenhead, Provision Dealer. Birkenhead, Pet Dec 5. 
xam Dec 1 

nays Ba Edward Horton, the Pasale, Epsom, Horse Trainer. Croydon. Pet Aug 

Ord Nov 27. Exam Jan8 
guith a Monley, » Males Hough, srensenteniise, Labourer. Birmingham. 
xam Jan 

srt cores James, > taceaa Hampshire, Grocer. Portsmouth. Pet Dee 6, 
xam Dec 2 

Eh Loree Otley, Yorks, Yeast Dealer. Leeds. Pet Dec 5. Ord Dec 5. 

Exam Jan 5 
Vallis, Broderick, Siemtaghen, Tailor. Birmingham. Pet Novi7. Ord Dec 3, 


Winter, Elizabeth, Gateshead, Durham, Cabinet Maker. Newcastle on Tyne. 
Dec 3. Ord Dec 3. Exam Dec 17 
Winterbottom, James, Oldham, Tailor. Oldham. Pet Nov8. Ord Dec4, Exam 


Jan 26 at 11 
Finst MEETINGS. 
Abbott, George, Nottingham, Sugar Boiler. Dec 16 at 12. Official Receiver, 1, 


High re Not tting 
Bennett, William Thomas, Birmingham, Builder. Dec 21 ati1. Official Receiver, 


Birmingham 
Boston, Walter, Darlington, Tobacconist. Dec 15 at 11.80. Qucen’s Hotel, 


Robert, Ringford rd, West Hill, Wandsworth, Builder. Dec 16 at 3. Offi- 
Bree Rocel ver, 109, Victoria st, Westminster 
Broughton, Farkne!, Burton upon Trent, Wheelwright. Dec 16 at 2.30. White 
otel, 
soon, James Eastwood ty mamas Shopkeeper. Dec 16 ati11. Official 
Receiver, St James’s chbrs, 
Chapman, Walter William, Standon, Hertfordshire, Farmer. Dec 16 at 12. 
Dinsdale Arms Hotel, Hertford 
Charles, Richard, Griffithstown, nr Pontypool, Grocer. Dec 15 at 12. Official 
Receiver, 12, Tredegar pl, pl, ae ort, Mon. 
Collings, George F rough, Draper. Dec 15 at 11.80. Official Re- 
ceiver, 74. Newborough ~ Reschenet, 
Falconer, William, New Swindon, Fancy Warehouseman and Music Seller. 
white A ‘att 11.30. Official Receiver, 38 82, High st, Swindon, Wilts 
‘bereby given, and John Thomas Aldred, Friday st, Warehousemen. 
ENotioe is oy given, that the First Meeting of Creditors in the above matter, 
advertised held on the 14th day of December inst., at 11, is unavoidably 
postponed until it further notice 
, William, Hollowa rd, Islington, Plumber. Dec 17 at 11. Bankruptcy 
bides, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Mathias Joseph Landeubern, Brownhills, Staffordshire, Artificial 
ennre Manufacturer. Dec 16 at 11.15. Official Receiver, Bridge st, Walsall 
Hain, William Clements, = rd, Willesden green, Grocer. Dec 16 at 11. Bank- 
ruptey vies, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Harrison, Joseph, Birmingham, Draper. Dec 1 16 at 11. Official Receiver, Bir- 


min 

Hobday, Thomas Leonard, New Clee, Lincolnshire, Fishing Vessel Owner. Dec 
iat2. Official Receiver, 8, Haven st, Gt Grimsby 

Keats, Frederick Sena, | Southampton, Grocer. Dec 18at11. Official Receiver, 
4, East st, Southampto 

King, Richard Rechab, "barton upon Trent, Clothier. Dec 16 at 3.30. White 
Hart Hotel, Burton 
cKenzie, » Frank, Queen’s rd, Bayswater, Gent. Dec 17 at 12. 33, Carey st, 


Mineard, Edwin, Warwick rd, Kensington, Builder. Dec17 at11. Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Port fai st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Mulhollan: J, South st, ee Bootmaker. Dec 15 at 3. Official Receiver, 
109, Victoria st, Westminste: 
N Owen, Lian; ngeler, Oss Carmarthenshire, Farmer. Dec 16 at3. Official Re- 
ceiver, i, Quay st, 
utter, ‘Thomas, Colne, Ecssadhice, Plasterer. Dec 16 at12. Exchange Hotel, 
Nicholas st, Burnley 
vy, J ohn’ Bruce, "Lytham, Lancaster, no occupation. Dec 16at12. Official 
iver, 39, Bond st, Brighton 
Passe, foenes Thomas, Bristol, Clerk. Dec 16 at 3. Official Receiver, Bank 
rs, Bris 
Phipps, Robert Joseph, and Geor nge Thomas Phipps, St George, Gloucestershire, 
Contractors. Dec 16 at 12.30. Official Receiver, Bank chbrs, Bris+ol 
Prickett, Thomas, New Hedges, nr Tenby, Blacksmith. Dec 16 at 11. Official 
Receiver, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 
: Joh n, and ’ Alfred Richmond, Nottingham, Plumbers. Dec 16 at 2. 
Official Receiver, High aoe Sagomant, Nottingham 
Botinson, Joseph, Leeds. Timber ‘Merchant. Dec 21 at 12. Official Receiver, 
St Andrew’s chbrs, 22, Park row, Leeds 
oe De Boston, ‘Lincolnshire, Baker, Jan7at 12. Official Receiver, 48, 
st, Bosto: 
— ramen, Ryde, Isle of Wight, Baker. Dec 16 at2. Official Receiver, New- 
» Lale 0: 
ith, » Thomas, Otley, Yorks, Yeast Dealer. Dec i8at11. Official Receiver, St 
Hai , Aldersgate st, Ostrich Feather Manufacturer. Dec 16 at 
I 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
drew’s a, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Valle Fred k, Birmingham, Tailor. Dec 17 at 11. Official Receiver, Birming- 


Walls, Bnd i Br Eestbourne, Bricklayer. Dec 15 at 12. Official Receiver, 39, 
st, Brighton 
William, Weston super Mare, Temperance Hall Proprietor. Dec 17 at 
1215.” 15. George and Railway Hotel, V Fictoria:st, Bristol - 24 
Webber, John, North Wootton, Somerset, Dairyman. Dec 16 at 2.30. Official 
Receiver. Bank chbrs, Bristol 
Webster, Elizabeth, Leeds, Timber t Merchant. Dec 21 at 11. Official Receiver, 
St Andrew’s chbrs, 22, Park row, Lee 
Wittoson, J coe, Birstall, Yorks, Diacksmith, Dec 15 at 10. Official Receiver, 
ee, Batley 
Winterbottom, James, Oldham, Tailor and Draper. Dec 18 at 3. Official Re- 
ceiver, Priory chbrs, Union st, Oldham 
Winter, Elizabeth, Gateshead, Durham, Cabinet Maker. Dec 17 at 2.30. Official 
Wortolke, W. fillams mops. Tae al Es, Shi build 
nottingley, Yor er. Dec 15 atil. Official Re- 
ceiver, Southgate chbrs, Southgate, i efield 


ADJUDICATIONS, 
Abbott, George, Nottingham, Sugar Boiler. Nottingham. Pet Dec 1. Ord 


Alcock. yous Edwardes ter, Kensington, Dressmaker. High Court. Pet Nov 17. 
yg ion "hr yang Shields, Provision Dealer, Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
Barker, ea ens Kingston, Fruiterer. Kingston upen Hull. Pet Nov 19. 


Cox, James Blatch, 
E 2 peek, ana een Benjamin Beynon, Torquay, Ironmongers. 





aps Henry, Sandbach, Cheshire, Grocer. Macclesfield.. Pet Nov 27. Ord 
Dovencr, © Christopher, Minskip, Yorks, Farmer. Northallerton. Pet Sept 22. 
Farmer, J: chen, Preston Wynne, Herefordshire. Farmer. Hereford. Pet Nov 28. 


Ord 4 

Fletcher, William Burman, Kingsten upon Hull, Provision Dealer. Kingston 
upon Hull. Pet Nov 28. Ord Dec 

Weed, Edwin Charles, Newent, Ghousestershise, Warmer. Gloucester. Pet Nov 


Pyeemen, William Richard Bevington st, North Kensington, Coachbuilder. 
gh Court. Pet Oct 6. Ord Dec 


tt, Thomas, B: ee Tite Bolton. Pet Nov 30. Ord Dee 4 
ham, James, Bush lance, Cannon st, Banker. High Court. Pet Oct 29. éra 


thre, Charles § Seton James Lister, Bolton st, Piccadilly, Esquire. High Court. 
e 27 rd Dec 3 
ae La ems Dorset, Livery Stable Keeper. Dorchester. Pet 


Ord 
a a, Sa Leonard, New Chee, Lincolnshire, Fishing Vessel Owner. Great 
et Dec 2. Ord 
Hughes, cimeby. Pet Trefdraeth, te, Farmer. Bangor. Pet Nov 17. Ord 


De John, Stockton on Tees, Painter, Paper Hanger. Stockton on Tees 
and ag eg Pet Dec 5. Ord Dec5 
J ca, a Louth, Lincolnshire, Coal Merchant. Gt Grimsby. Pet Nov 


Ord Nov 
J — J ond Old Malton, Yorks, Farmer. Scarborough. Pet Oct 26. Ord 
+ Richard, Neath, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Neath. Pet Nov 2. Ord 


5 
Lawrence, Charles, 1, Lincoln st, Mile End, Veterinary Surgeon, High Court. 
Pet Nov 26. Ord Dec 4 - 
Lave se John W, Queen Victoria st, Wine Merchant. High Court. Pet Nov3. 
r 
i. a J ice Ryde, Isle of Wight, Butcher. Newport and Ryde. Pet Aug 25. 
re ug 
Mansbridge, Walter, Southford Mill, Isle of Wight, Miller. Newport and Ryde. 
Pet Nov7. Ord Dec 5 
ieee, sy) Cornwall, Coal Merchant. East Stonehouse. 
et Nov 24 
Meredith, Thomas, Gt Grimsby, Mast Maker. Gt Grimsby. Pet Nov 16. Ord 


Nov 30 
Minn, ‘Le rate Base, e, Tranquil vale, Blackheath, Tobacconist. Greenwich. Pet 
ic rd Dec 4 
enon, F. J., West Chapel st, Mayfair, Gent, High Court, Pet Oct 19. Ord 


neteee, Charles Thomas, Bristol, Clerk. Bristol. Pet Dec 3. Ord Dec5 

Philli a Mine, Feemas George, London rd. Surrey, Printer. High Court. Pet June 
1 

Phipps, Robert Joseph, and George Thomas Phipps, St George, Gloucestershire, 
Contractors. Bristol. Pet Dec2. Ord 

Fipsesees, Jeenest, West Hampstead, Watchmaker. High Court. Pet Nov 7. 


Pooley, William, Grays Thurrock, Essex, Temperance Beverage Manufacturer. 
Rochester. Pet Nov 30. Ord 
Roberts, Joseph Samuel, Birkenhead, Provision Dealer. Birkenhead. Pet Dec 


5. Ord Dec 5 
Rous, go ohn a Goodwin, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Grocer. Great Yarmouth. Pet Nov 


PAF. Joseph, Brighton, Fruiterer. Brighton. Pet Nov 7. Ord 
Thorpe, J on h. Camden rd, Tonbridge Wells, Carpenter. Tonbridge lis. Pet 
c' 
be ton John, Workington, ey Cabinet Maker. Cockermouth and 
orki ngton. Pet Nov5. Ord Dec . 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 
Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 


Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘“‘ the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with sterch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such 


s. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Cocoatima a La Variiix is. the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest illa Chocolate, and may en when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 

{n tins at ls. 6d., 38., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 


Grocers, 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor, 
BR. Scuwzirzzz & Co.,10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W. 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE PER MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTER? 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Cler 8, 
and Clerks of the Peace, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


®4. CHANCERY LAWR, TOND*Y. 


ESTABLISHED 1851. 

BLEF BECK BAN K.— 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane. 
THREE per CENT. INTEREST allowed on 

DEPOSITS, —— on demand. 
TWO T. INTEREST on CURRENT 
ACCO calculated on the minimum monthly 
when not drawn below £50. 
The Bank undertakes for its Customers, free of 
the of Deeds, Writings, and other 
and Valuables; the collection of Bills or 
Dividends, and Coupene; andthe urchase 
and sale of Stocks, Shares, and Annuities. tters of 
Credit and Circular Notes issued. 
The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particu- 
lars, post-free, on supltection. 
FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT Manager. 


UPERIOR SECONDHAND FURNI- 
TURE.—SPILLMAN & CO.’S celebrated old- 
established FURNISHING WAREHOUSES, 14 and 
4, Newcastle-street, Strand, contain the largest 
assortment in old marqueterie, antique oak, elegant 
inlaid Sheraton, Citppendats, Adams, and newest 
styles Gillow and others, handsome side- 
boards, dining tables, bookcases, cabinets, wardrobes, 
and bed-room suites at considerably below their 
original cost, renovated and sent home equal to 
ge fered. “G erieone in ton 
very value offer omparisons vited. 
Shippers supplied. 


FrosNIsH our HOUSES or APART- 
HOUT on 


THROUG 
MOEDER’S HIRE SYSTEM. 
best, and most liberal. 
Founded SD. — time gi 
Cash prices. No extra charge for e given. 
Illustrated priced Catalogues, = full particulars of 


, post-free. 
¥F. MOEDER, 249, and 250, Tottenham-court- 
road, rt 19, 20, 21, Morwell-street, W. Estab- 


PARTRIDGE & COOPEs, 


i LAW AND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
1&2, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, E.C., 


Zao Copying and Engrossing. 
Deeds and Writings and copied on the Premises 
with punctuality and dispate he | le of 
charges. A goed Discount sllcwod = depeul conpmees 

LAW PRINTING. 

STATEMENTS OF pOLAIM AND DEFENCE, AFFI 
VITS, other Printed le i - 
DEEDS, CONVEYANCES, MORTGAGES, bon Printed te 


in form for ° | 

Discount allowed for cash on agreed accounts. } 

a LITHOGRAPHY. 
wThintres OF EVIDENCE: Uinopiptee | 


at reduced 5 
PLANS OF ESTATES, SPECIFICATIONS, BUILD | 
ING SOCIETIES’ DEEDS, LEASES, &c., Lithographed | 


with accuracy and dispatch. 
PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPERS | 
Samples and Catalogues sent post-free, 























TRADE MARK. 





HOWARD'S PATENT. 
LETTER COPYING BOOKS. 


UNTEARABLE LETTER 


COPYING BOOKS, 


Stronger aud more durable than any othe 


Letter Copying Books now made, 


PRICE LIST UPON APPLICATION 


WODDERSPOON & C0, 
7, SERLE STREET, anv 1, PORTUGAL STREET, 


LINCOLN’S INN, W.C. 








SHAW & SONS’ LIST. 


TOTES on the-LAW of MASTER and 
SERVANT, with all the Authorities. By 
JAMES PATERSON, Esq , M.A., Barrister-at-Law, 
Author of “‘ The Licensing Laws,” &c. Price 5s. 
“ A text-book with all the padding left out. A very 
—— example of multum in parvo.” — Law 
ournal, 


BRCHBOLD'S QUARTER SESSIONS ; 
being the Practice of the Court of Quarter 
Sessions, and its Civil, Administrative, and Appellate 
Jurisdiction, with a short Treatise on its C nal 
Jurisdiction. Fourth Edition. Revised and Enlarged 
by F. MEAD, Esq., and H. H. 8. CROFT, Esq., 
.A., Barristers-at-Law. Price 45s. 


aE JUSTIC“S’ MANUAL. Care- 
fully revised to the present time, including the 
many alterations rende necessary by the Summary 
Jurisdiction Act, 1884; the Criminal Law Amend- 
ment Act, 1885; and the several Acts passed, and 
Cases decided, since the last edition. Twenty-third 
Edition. By G. B. KENNETT, Esq., Clerk to the 
Justices of the City of Norwich. Price 25s. 








London: SHaw & Sons, Fetter-lane, E.C. 





Now Ready. 
THE LEGAL DIARY AND ALMANAC FOR 1886, 
CONTAINING A LIST OF 
STAMP DUTIES ON ALL INSTRUMENTS, 
FROM 1804 TO THE PRESENT TIME. 


General and Legal _ Directories —anggeitions on 
Registering ong ee Deeds and Papers at 


blic Offices, 
PAPERS ON THE PREPARATION OF SUCCESSION ACCOUNTS, 
A DIGEST OF THE ACTS OF LAST SESSION. 
Lists OF BARRISTERS AND LONDON AND COUNTRY 


SouicitTors, &c. 
Price 38. 6d. to 88. 6d., according to Diary Space. 


WATERLOW BROS. & LAYTON, 
24 AND 25, BIRCHIN LANE, LONDON. 


Now ready. 
HE LEGAL and GH&NERAT, DIARY 
and COUNTY COURTS GUIDE for 1886 
(Thirty-ninth Year), containing all the usual infor- 
mation. Prices: Ruled with faint lines, with or 
without cash columns, demy 8vo, superior thick 





paper :— 

No. Sy 
1. Page a day... ‘ox ‘ie pee ia 6 0 
2. Ditto (Diary and Calendar only) ... 40 
3. Half a page a — / a eae ove 40 
4. Ditto (Diary and Calendar only) ... 26 
5. Weekatanopening ... ses ee 26 
6. Diary and Calendar only 1 0 


Printed and published by Evison & Brincr, Law 
Stationers, Printers and blishers of Law Forms, 
at 22, Chancery-lane, W.C. , 

AW BOOKS.—To the Legal Profession. 
—WILDY & SONS, Law Booksellers and Ex- 
porters, Lincoln’s-inn Archway, London, W.C., are 
open to PURCHASE LAW LIBRARI (large or 
small) in Town or Country. Valuations made for 
Probate, Partnership, &c. (Licensed Valuers). 

*,* A Large Stock of New and Second-hand Text- 
Books, Reports, Statutes. &c., always on Sale 
Catalogues gratis. 








ESTABLISHED 1830. 
Registered Address a WILpYs,” 
mdon. 


LJ OME for the TREATMENT and UURE 





of INEBRIATES, High Shot House, Twicken- | 


ham.—The sole establishment in Middlesex licensed 


| under the Act. Charmingly secluded. Gentlemen 
| only. Limited number taken. Billiard room, library, 


bowls, &c. The whole staff pledged 
abstainers. Teepe © 5 guiness week .—Particu- 
lars from the Medical Superintendent, H. BranTu- 

AITE, F.R.C.8, Ed,; and reference is permitted to 


W. 3 
Mesers. Mustow & Moznis, Solicitors, 95a, Queen 
Victoria-street, London, ee 








SALES FOR THE YEAR 1886, 

ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSOX, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announg 
that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, 
Building Land, Ground-rents, Advowsons, Reversion, 
Stocks, Shares, and other Properties, will be held at the 
Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of Eng. 

land, in the City of London, as follows :— 








Tues., Jan 5 es., May 4 Tues., July 7 
Tues., Jan 19 ues., May 11 Tues., Aug3 
Tues., Feb 2 Tues., May 18 Tues., Aug 10 
Tues., Feb 16 Tues., May 25 Tues., Aug 17 
Tues., Feb 23 Tues., June 1 es., Aug %4 
Tues., Mar 2 Tues., June 8 Tues., Aug 31 
Tues., Mar 16 Tues., June 22 Tues., Oct 5 
Tues., Mar 23 Tues., June 29 Tues., Oct 19 
Tues., Mar 30 Tues., July 6 Tues., Nov9 
Tues., April 6 Tues., July 13 Tues., Nov23 
Tues., April 13 | Tues., July 20 Tues., Dec 14 
Tues., April 20 





Auctions can also be held on other days. In any case 
due notice should be given, in order to insure proper 
publicity ; the period between such notice and the an. 
tion must, of course, considerably depend upon the nature 
of the property intended to be sold.—80, Cheapside, 
London. 





ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
A FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent 
Charges, House Property and Investments generally, is 
published on the first day of each month, and mayb 
»btained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, 
£.C., or will be sent by post in return for two stamps.~ 
Particulars for insertion should be received not later than 
four days previous to the eud of the preceding month, 


ESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND beg 

to announce that their Sales by Auction of 

Plate, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, 

&c., are held on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, 
and Fridays. 

The attention of Solicitors, Executors, Trustees, 
and others is particularly called to this ready means 
ed the disposal of Property of deceased and other 
clients. 

In co! uence of the frequency of their sale 
Messrs. J. & D. are enabled to include large or small 
quantities at short notice (if required). 

Sales of Furniture held at private houses. 

Valuations for Probate or nsfer. Terms on 4ap- 
plication to the City Auction Rooms (established 
1793), 38 and 39, Gracechurch-street, E.C. 

Messrs. Johnson & fp beg to notify _that 
their Auction Sales of Wearing Apparel, Piece 
Goods, Household and Office Furniture, Carpets, 
Bedding, &c., are held on each day of the week 
Saturday excepted). 

AWYERS’ PRAYER UNION. —It is 

_4 proposed to hold another Social and Religious 
Meeting in London, for Barristers and Solicitors and 
their Clerks only, on Thursday, December 17th, 1885; 
Mr. R. H. WuHiIrTE in the Chair. Any gentlemen 
the Legal Profession, or their clerks, who desire to 
attend, or will assist in inviting others, are requested 
to apply to Mr. H. C. NIsBET, #5, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 








M Pp —EVENING SKURETARYSHIP 
AVE eT © required by Advertiser; four yen 
Private Secretary to a well-known Member; disen- 
gaged after 5 p.m.; shorthand writer; knows all the 
offices well; aged 26; highest testimonials.—Apply, 
Puono, care of Alexander & Shepheard, Printers, 
27, Chancery-lane. 


NTEMPERBANCE.—Tower House Reese 
Westgate-on-Sea, Kent, licensed under the Habi- 
Vyoanhends? Act, 1879.—The only establishmentin 

the United Kingdom specially erected for Reception 
and Treatment of Ladies and Gentlemen desirous of 
overcoming habits of Intemperance. The house 
stands in its own grounds of nearly three acres, and is 
replete with every convenience, containing a large 
billiard room, spacious drawing rooms, smnoking 
rooms, bath rooms, &c. Patients can be receiv 
under the H. D. Act or privately. Terms: from Iw? 
to Five Guineas per week, — For prospectus 
further particulars address J. H. Brown, Principal. 
lay phic address, Brown, Westgate-on-Sea. V 
Canta 





hysiclan, ALFRED 8, SteeEt, M.A., M.D., BS 
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